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CURRENT TOPICS. 





A raansrer of eighty actions from the list of Mr. Justice Carrry 
to that of Mr. Justice Nort for the purpose of trial or hearing 
only, is in course of preparation, and will shortly be issued. 





Mr. Justice Curry, we believe, intends next week to commence 
the hearing of his non-witness list, many actions in which were 
entered for trial more than twelve months ago. 





THE TRANSFER Of Mr. Justice Prarson’s causes for all purposes, 
during his absence on circuit, to Mr. Justice Norra, to which we 
recently referred, will take effect on Monday, July 9, on which 
day the latter learned judge will commence to hear the transferred 
causes. 





We wear comprarnts that solicitors who do not contribute a pay- 
ment by way of rent for a locker in the solicitors’ room at the 
Strand entrance of the Royal Courts, are not allowed by the 
attendant to use that room for the purpose of writing. If it is 
considered to the advantage of the profession that a room should be 
set apart for subscribers, there ought to be another room provided 
near the Strand entrance for the use of solicitors who are not sub- 
scribers. 





Taree at Least of the courts of the Chancery Division have, 
during the last fortnight, been blocked with heavy cases, which 
keep everything else, except interlocutory business, waiting. 
Vice-Chancellor Bacon has a case which has occupied six days; 
Mr. Justice Pearson one which has lasted fifteen days or more; 
and Mr. Justice Norra has been engaged on one case for seven 
consecutive days. The two other courts have also been making slow 
progress, and we have heard of the transfer of a cause from one 
judge to another in order to obtain the hearing of a motion for an 
injunction. 





Tue carastropue at Sunderland may possibly leave its record on 
the Statute Book, Mr. Kenwarp having already introduced a Bill to 
‘make it compulsory on all constructors of public buildings that 
doors should be hung so as to open outwards,’ but some more 
general enactment should be passed forthe safety of the public. It 
is curious to observe how tardy the Legislature has been in making 
provision against the commonest sources of danger to persons 
frequenting places of public amusement. The Towns Improve- 
ment Clauses Act, 1847, makes careful provision for supervision of 
“the means of supplying fresh air” to buildings intended to 
be used as places of “public amusement or entertainment,” but 
it fails to provide for the safety of the audience at these places. 
The Theatres Act (6 & 7 Vict. c. 38) is silent as to structural 
alterations and adaptations considered necessary in the interests of 
the public; and it was not until the Metropolis Management and 
Buildings Act, 1878, that definite powers were given to enforce such 
alterations in the metropolis. There seems to be needed some 
general enactment, applying the provisions of the last-mentioned 
Statute, with modifications, to all places of public amusement in- 
tended to accommodate a large number of persons ; and specifying 
— authorities who are to carry out the provisions of the 

ct. 





Mn. Justice Currry’s decision in In re March, deceased, Mander 
Y. Harris, that since the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, 





under a devise in joint tenancy to a man and his wife and a third 
person, the joint tenants take in third shares, cannot be adequately 
discussed until we have a full report of the judgment. But it 
appears from the note which we publish elsewhere, that the will 
upon which the question arose was made in 1880, and it seems 
to have been admitted on all hands that, since Hasluck v. Pedley 
(23 W. R. 155, L. R. 19 Eq. 271), it could not be contended 
that the fact that the will was made before the passing of the Act 
made any difference in the construction to be given to the devise 
in question. We confess that this appears to us to be a rather 
surprising admission. The only words in the judgment in 
Hasluck v. Pedley which bear upon the question are the follow- 
ing :—‘‘ It is said that testators make their wills on the supposition 
that the state of the law will not be altered; and- it is contended 
that this will ought to be construed as it would have been under 
the old law. The answer to that is, that a testator who knows of 
an alteration in the law (as this testator must be presumed to have 
done), and does not choose to alter his will, must be taken to mean 
that his will shall take effect according to the new law.” This is 
the Law Reports version of the dictum. The Weerxty Reporter, 
from which we can generally learn more accurately what learned 
judges actually say, gives the passage as follows (23 W. R. 
155) :—* As for the argument that in considering a will you must 
construe the words according to the law in force at the time the 
testator expressed himself, i¢ would be equally reasonable to argue 
that the testator knew, as he was bound to know, the alteration 
of the law, yet did not choose to alter his will.” In Hasluck vy. 
Pedley the question was as to the application of the Apportion- 
ment Act, 1870, and the will with reference to which the question 
arose, although made before the passing of that Act, was confirmed 
by a codicil made after the passing of the Act. We submit that 
under these circumstances the passage we have cited is rather 
slender ground upon which to base a doctrine so opposed to common 
sense and common knowledge, as that a testatrix who has made 
no subsequent alteration in her will is to be presumed to know and 
approve of all legislation or decisions affecting the interpretation of 
her will. Moreover, Lord Sersoryz’s remarks in Jones v. Ogle 
(21 W. R. 286, L. R. 8 Ch., at p. 195) are distinctly opposed to 
the doctrine admitted and adopted in the recent case. “If it 
were necessary to decide,” he said, ‘“‘I should have very great 
difficulty indeed in seeing my way to the conclusion that this 
Act of Parliament [the Apportionment Act, 1870] either was 
intended to alter, or has in this case had the effect of altering, 
the proper construction of words contained in a will made before 
the Act passed. If a will had been made afterwards, I can quite 
follow the argument which would say that in such a case a 
testator makes his will having the Act of Parliament in view, and 
that the words he uses are not to be construed without regard to 
the Act of Parliament. But I apprehend the construction of the 
words of a specific gift will be taken generally according to the 
meaning of the words at the period when the will was made.” 





We onserve in the Weekly Notes of June 9 a note of a decision 
which seems to set at rest a point which has given rise to some 
doubt, and which qe have on a previous occasion discussed. By 
the Judicature Act, 1873, the report of an official referee on issues of 
fact sent to him for trial is made equivalent to the verdict of a 
jury. There has been some uncertainty and confusion with regard 
to the proper mode of questioning the findings of an official 
referee as being against evidence or otherwise open to objection : 
see Cooke v. Newcastle Water Company (L. R. 10 Q. B. D. 332). 
It appears to have been sometimes thought that the proper course 
is to apply for a rule nisi as in the case of a motion for a new 
trial, and that such application must be made within the time 
limited for such motions—viz., four days. There was an early 
decision on the subjéct, Sullivan v. Rivington (28 W. R. 372), 
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which has been considered to be an authority to that effect. If 
that was the effect of the decision in Sullivan v. Rivington it 
would appear that it must be considered as overruled by the case 
of Dyke v. Connell, to which we allude. It always appeared to 
us that there was considerable difficulty in saying from what 
period the four days for moving was to run in the case of a 
referee’s report ; and to have recourse to a sort of cy-prés adapta- 
tion of all the practice with regard to motions for new trials 
seems a most extraordinary straining of the language which makes 
the report equivalent to the verdict of a jury. The natural 
construction of that language would appear to be that for the 
purpose of the judgment to be given by the court the findings by 
the referee upon the issues shall have the same effect as the verdict 
of a jury. It does not seem to be intended thereby to deal with 
any question of practice. It would appear now to be settled that, 
there being no provision for an application for a rule zisé in such a 
case, the proper course when it is desired to set aside the report 
or to refer back the case to the referee, is to apply on notice of 
motion to that effect, and that such motion may be made at any 
time before judgment. In practice, the most convenient way of 
dealing with such cases, in many instances, is that the motion to 
set aside the report or refer the case back should come on with 
the motion for judgment of the party in whose favour the referee 
has reported. 





Srvce ovr Last issue the Committee on the Bankruptcy Bill have 
disposed of all the remaining clauses of the Bill as well as the 
new clauses proposed, and tle schedules now only remain to be 
considered. On Friday clauses 118 to 157 were passed with some 
amendments. To clause 119, which empowers the Lord Chancellor 
and the President of the Board of Trade to make general rules, the 
following sub-clause was added at the instance of the Soxicrror- 
GENERAL :— . 

**(4.) Provided always that the said general rules, rules of court, or rules 
and orders so made, revoked, or altered, shall not extend the jurisdiction 
of the court.” 

In clause 120, relating to fees and remuneration, an amendment was 
earried, on the motion of Mr. Grecory, by 36 to 8 votes (Mr. 
CuamBertain, the Soricrror-Generat, and Mr. J. Homes voting 
in the minority), which will empower the Board of Trade, with the 
concurrence of the Treasury, to regulate the remuneration of officers 
of the Board performing duties under the Act. In clauses 121 
and 122, relating to periodical returns to be made by the Board of 
Trade and officials, amendments were inserted on points of detail at 
the instance of Mr. Cuampertarw and Mr.S.Mortry. Clauses 123 
to 181, which relate to evidence, were passed, with the insertion in 
clause 126, relating to the swearing of affilevits of words to in- 
elude Commissioners of the Lancaster Chancery Court ; and with the 
addition of words, proposed by the Souicrror-GeyeraL, providing 
for the case of persons residing out of England. Clause 130, 
relating to appeals from the Board of Trade, on which we com- 
mented last week, was also amended. In clause 136, providing 
that sales under executions should be by public auction, the limit 
was reduced from £50 to £20 at the instance of Mr. Drxon-Harr- 
tanD; and to the following clause, which provides that writs of 
elegit shall not extend to goods, an addition was made that ‘no 
writ of levari facias shall hereafter be issued in any civil proceed- 
ing.”’ Amendments on matters of detail were also made in clause 
140 (as to the construction of former Acts) and clause 144 (power 
to abolish existing offices) on the motion of Mr. Cuamprrzarn; and 
to clause 149, relating to the transfer of estates in liquidation under 
the present Act, the following words were added at the instance of 
Mr. McCanruy :— 

_‘ The provisions of this Act with respect to the daties and responsi~ 
bilities of, and accounting by, a trustee in a bankruptcy under this Act 
pry apply: Y 4 nearly as may be, to a trustee acting under the provisions 


Clause 154, which empowers the court to commit for trial, was 
amended so as to make it apply to any person committing an 
offence ; and in clause 157 (the interpretation clause) the following 
additional definitions were inserted at the instance of Mr. Cuam- 
BERLAIN :— 

‘** Ayailable act of bankru ,’ means any act of bankruptcy avail- 
able for a bankru petition ot the date ot the teppiatetlen of the 
on which the recejving order is made. 

** Local bank,’ means any bank in, or in the neighbourhood of, the 
bankruptcy district in which the proceedings are taken,”’ , 







Monday last was taken up with the consideration of pos 
and new clauses. A long discussion took place as to whether th. 
Act should apply to Ireland, and, ultimately, the words excluding 
such application were retained and the new clauses on the subje. 
were withdrawn. A new clause, dealing with undistribute 
dividends and funds under this and former Acts, was adopted on the 
motion of Mr. 8. Mortey; as were also new clauses providing q 
deputy for the official receiver ; that nothing in the Bill shall affeg 
the provisions of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1889, 
re-enacting section 34 of the present Act, reserving the landlonjs 
right to distrain for rent for a limited period; and providing that 
no trustee shall pay any moneys belonging to estates to his ow 
account. 





A corrEsponpeEnT says, ‘‘ The complaints of the candidates who 
have been ‘‘up” for their final examination this week have been 
many and loud at the long interval which will elapse before they 
know their fate. There does appear to be some ground for these 
complaints; can it really be necessary. to take fifteen days to 
examine the papers and award the marks ?” 








THE EXCEPTION OF FRAUD IN 
BANKRUPTCY. 


A terrer which appeared in our columns last week directed atten. 
tion to the case of Cooper v. Prichard, recently decided in the Cout 
of Appeal (reported ante, p. 518), where it was held that under 
section 49 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, the discharge in bank. 
ruptcy of a solicitor did not free him from a liability which his 
firm had contracted by reason of the fraud of one of its members. 
What has taken place during the passage of the present Bankruptey 
Bill through Committee gives additional point to the comment. 
As originally framed the 26th clause excepted from the operation 
of the discharge (unless with the consent of the Treasury) certain 
debts and obligations of a public nature, but with that exception 
provided that a discharge should release the bankrupt from all 
other debts proveable in bankruptcy. But on turning to the print 
of the amended Bill it appears that the words have been added, 
‘‘an order of discharge shall not release the bankrupt from am 
debt or liability incurred by means of any fraud or [fraudulen 
breach of trust, nor from any debt or liability whereof he has ob 
tained forbearance by any fraud,” thus restoring, with the addition 
of the word “ fraudulent,” the words of section 49 of the old Act. 

Before this amendment becomes law, we trust that those who 
have charge of the Bill will seriously consider whether they intend 
to produce such a state of things as the decision above referred t 
shows will follow the words which they have adopted—a result 
which we can hardly believe was contemplated by the authors of the 
Act of 1869. Under section 49, indeed, it was, perhaps, difficult 
to reach any other conclusion than that which the court came to 
in Cooper v. Prichard; for if the defendant (as was not denied) 
had incurred a liability to the plaintiff, it certainly was undeniable 
that the liability was, in the words of the statute, ‘incurred Dj 
means of a fraud.” The conclusion could only have been avoi 
by introducing some words referring the fraud to the bankrupt 
personally. It is indeed by no means clear that the later part of 
the clause, referring to a ‘debt or liability whereof he has obtained 
forbearance by any fraud,” do not limit the case to a fraud which 
he (the bankrupt) personally has committed. Considering the penal 
nature of this exception, it would be a harsh construction to expand 
the word ‘‘he” by reference to the maxim qui facit per aliwm facit 

er se—a maxim which needs to be read in its very widest 
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oosest sense to make any man liable for fraudulent acts to which f 
he is not really a party. And it might certainly be argued 
the earlier part of the clause was to be limited by reference to the d 


intention shown in the later. Probably it was so argued; but, if 
so, the argument was disregarded ; and in future it will probably 
be argued that the later clause must be read by reference to the 
extended liability imposed by the earlier, and that “he” meaus 
‘he or any person for whose act he is legally responsible.” 
Now, if this state of things is a hardship, the new Act # 





aménded will leave it exactly where it stands; for it ge 
same language in both branches, and the same construction mus 
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necessarily follow. Is it then or is it not a hardship that a man 
should not only be liable for the fraud of another, of which he is 
innocent, ‘but that, having been ruined by this fraud, 
prspould, in addition, be held for ever bound by its consequences, 
whilst any other debtor is freed from the burden of debts 
CE iacted. however recklessly by himself personally, on his own 
moral as well as legal responsibility, deliberately and for his 
own ends, and with full knowledge of what he is doing, and what 
liabilities he is taking on himself. It seems as though this 
question could only be answered in the affirmative. The opposite 
view implies that, whereas some people have thought that a man 
ought never to be held to warrant the honesty of his agents, it is, 
on the contrary, to be now laid down by statute that this warranty 
is of 80 high a nature that the liability created by it transcends all 
inary debts, and survives the destruction of every other obliga- 
tion. Hypocrisy, we are told, ‘‘ walks unseen, invisible, except to 
God alone, by His permissive will through heaven and earth” ; 
but the penalty on one who has been so far deceived by a plausible 
e as to give him his confidence is that he must answer for 
this human blindness, not only with all his substance, but with all 
the exertions of his future life. When it is‘considered how com- 
pletely not only solicitors, to whom the case of Cooper v. Prichard 
referred, but mercantile men, are, with the large powers that they 
must in the conduct of business intrust to others, at the mercy of 
dishonest partners, or even of dishonest agents, it seems impossible 
that the added clause could have been allowed to pass if the effect 
of the words, as expounded by Cooper v. Prichard, had been 
understood, either by Mr. Gregory — to whom we believe the. 
proposal to continue this state of things is due—or by the Com- 
mittee who accepted it. 

But the matter does not rest here. The same remarks are 
applicable in even a stronger degree to the case of breach of trust. 

he amendment to the new Bill does, indeed, somewhat modify 
the harshness of the former Act by limiting the continuance of 
liability to the case of fraudulent breaches of trust ; but this only 
serves to bring the result into more manifest conflict with reason 
and good sense. A man is now no longer after bankruptcy to 
continue liable for the consequences of a breach of trust if it is 
merely the result of negligence in the execution of that strict 
duty which the law imposes on the trustee ; and this is reasonable. 
He is not, after bankruptcy, to be liable either for his own neglect 
or the neglect of his co-trustee. But if the man whom the settlor 
has selected as worthy of confidence has not committed some act 
of carelessness, or overstepped in error the limits within which 
the investment or application of the trust fund is restrained, but 
has fraudulently embezzled the trust fund, and has, by ingenious 
contrivance, deceived his co-trustee, that co-trustee, ess he can 
show that he is absolutely free from any such negligence as would 
make him liable as for breach of trust, must remain liable for ever 
for the consequences of the fraud, This hardly seems to need 
more than the statement of it to exhibit at once its injustice and 
ita absurdity. : 

It is probably not too late, even in the Committee, to insert 
words limiting the exception in all its branches to the personal 
fraud of the bankrupt ; and this could easily be done by consist- 
ently referring to the doer instead of the thing done, and saying 
that the bankrupt should not be released from any debt or liability 
which he has incurred by his personal fraud or fraudulent breach 
4 trust. But if this alteration is not practicable in the House of 

mmons, it is to be hoped that the Lords will remove the flaw 
Which the amendment has introduced into the Bill. 








The Rule Committee of Judges held meetings on four days last week 
ednesday until Saturday inclusive. : 


PR Justice was sworn in a Lord Justice of the Irish Court of 
ppeal on Monday, and Mr. James Mosphy, Q.0., was, at the same time, 
“Sworn in a judge of the Irish High Court of Justice. 


Th the House of Commons, on Monday, Mr. A. Elliot asked the Secretary 
of State for the Home yy wr with reference to the ap ing 
summer circuits, whether it was intended so to commission her wey So 

as to restrict criminal business at the assizes to cases committed for 
to the assizes; or whether it was intended to further employ her 


Maj "s judges, a8 at the late spring circuits, in the trial of “session: 
cus . Harcourt said this waa a matter over which he had no 
? 


CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE REMUNERATION ORDER. 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) a 
Sir,—Mariners exploring strange seas may well be grateful when 
warned of a “rock Thead though subsequent experience may prove 
the obstruction to be too deep-lying to be rous. So pro- 
fession may well be grateful, as I for one am, to you for 
your able and valuable criticisms of the Remuneration Order, and of 
the various suggestions niade for silegting our ce to it, and not 
the less so because I believe that on the whole the merits of the Order 
outweigh its defects. With reference to your comments on the 
of the Gloucesterstiire Law Society as to auction sales, I should be 
glad of your permission to mention one fact, and to make one obser- 
vation upon your argument. 
The fact is that we are not introducing a new ice in 
and issuing the advertisements and particulars of sale. — 
always been our practice in all ordinary cases, and we find it satisfac- 
tory to our clients. Why it should be otherwise I do not know. To 
country solicitors, who are doing work of this sort daily, the sugges- 
tion seems odd that they are not as competent as many auctioneers 
to perform it, and in the interest of the profession surely it is better 
that the initial steps should be taken according to a practice which 
brings the vendor into direct relations with the solicitor from the 
first, rather than that the latter should take his instructions from the 
auctioneer, which I fear must, in the long run, be the outcome, as 
regards a good deal of business, of the contrary practice. — 

The observation I wish to make upon your argument is this. The 
Order (clause 4) says that the solicitor’s scale remuneration is not to 
include auctioneers’ charges. Reading this in conjunction with rule 
11 in Schedule I., Part I., it seems that there must be a distinction 
between an auctioneer’s charge and an auctioneer’s commission. That 
there may be a nominal charge, which is in fact a commission, we do 
not doubt, and such an arrangement would, I presume, be held 
colourable and void, but we submit that our mode of pa Bh oct 
tioneers (which, by the way, is only a slight variation of that adopted 
in Manchester and other places) is not o to that objection—in 
other words, that if we agree with an auctioneer to pay him a fixed 
sum, ascertained by reference to our scale, it is a charge within the 
meaning of clause 4, and not a commission within the m of 
rule 11. The difference in amount between the charge so ed 
and the usual auctioneer’s commission is, we think, sufficient to show 
that there is nothing colourable in the arrangement, and at the same 
time, as our auctioneers do not undertake the responsibility of the 
particulars, and are paid extra for any services rendered by them as 
surveyors, we believe the scale will adequately remunerate them. 

‘ THE PRESIDENT OF THE GLOUCESTERSHIRE Law SocreEry. 

une 20. 


[Our correspondent’s ‘‘ fact” no doubt renders less applicable to his 
society the concluding sentence of our remarks last week. His 
‘*observation” is extremely ingenious; but has he not failed to 
observe that in rules 3 and 6 of Schedule I,, Part I., the commission 
of the solicitor is spoken of as his ‘‘ charges” ? When the framers 0 
the Order use as synonymous terms the “ commission” or *‘ 3” 
of the solicitor, it can hardly be a that they mean to distin- 
guish between the ‘‘ commission” and the “‘ charge’ of the auctioneer. 
No argument based on the assumption that the framers of the order 
attached any value to accuracy of can be sound.—Ep., S, J.). 


+ has 





[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—Under the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, and the 
General — made in ——— ane oth — entitled to 
make any charge for negotiati e letting a house or other property 
on lease beyon his fee for the lease, &c., as allowed by such Orders, 
and, if so, is it chargeable to the lessee ? E. H. 

June 13. 

[The commission in Part II. of Schedule I. is expressly stated to 
be only for “p ing, settling, and completing lease and counter- 
part.” As no commission for rs omg is prescribed in this part, 
the remuneration for such negotiation will be regulated to 
the present system, as al by Schedule II.—that is to say, the 
solicitor may charge the lessor for letters and attendances connected 
with the negotiation.—Eb. 8. J.]. 





TRUSTEES’ POWERS OF INVESTMENT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I should esteem it a favour if you or one of your readers 
could free me from a doubt which has occurred to me in reference to 
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the powers of investing trust funds, where the instrument creating 
the trust does not authorize particule inve ts, doubt 
arises from the fact that fe. 25 of 23 & 24 Vict. c. 145, was 
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repealed by the Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 1881. That 

section authorized all trustees to invest in any Parliamentary stocks 

or public funds, or in Government securities, subject to obtaining 

- oe of the tenant for life where the investment was not in 
nsols. 

Now, under section 11 of 23 & 24 Vict. c. 38, where trustees 
have power to invest upon Government securities or upon Parliamen- 
tary stocks, funds, or securities, or any of them, they may invest in 
any securities upon which, by order of the court, cash under the 
control of the court may be invested; and moreover, trustees having 
a similar power can, under 34 & 35 Vict. c. 47, s. 13, invest in Metro- 
politan Consolidated Stock. 

Two questions, then, arise—{1) Was section 25 of 23 & 24 Vict. c. 


145, repealed because it was useless, on the ground that trustees would 
have the powers therein mentioned, even without that section ? 
(2) Have all trustees these powers, and have they in consequence the 


powers given by 23 & 24 Vict. c. 38, s. 11, combined] with the Order 
of the court, and the Peay given by 34 & 35 Vict. c. 47,8. 11? I 
cannot help thinking that these questions must be answered in the 
negative. I am aware that in a note to Davidson’s Settlements, 3rd 
ed., p. 23, the author treats section 25 of 23 & 24 Vict. c. 145, as 
having been superfluous, owing to Lord St. Leonards’ Acts, but I 
cannot follow this note, as those Acts did not authorize investment in 
any Government securities, nor do I think that the rules of the court 
would justify investments in all such securities. 

If my doubt be well founded, then the repeal to which I have 

refe’ has consequences which cannot have been intended. I have 
not seen this question raised, and I find that in a note at p. 158 of 
the second edition of Messrs. Clerke and Brett’s Conveyancing and 
Law of Property Act, 1881, the authors, in describing ‘‘ authorized 
investments,” mention 23 & 24 Vict. c. 145, s. 25, without alluding 
to the fact that the section is repealed. 
: I do not forget 30 & 31 Vict, c. 132, s. 2, but that only authorizes 
investment in securities the interest of which is guaranteed by Par- 
liament, and though ‘‘securities” in that section would no doubt be 
read as meaning “investments,” I cannot think that it includes all 
Laeneneneary stocks, funds, and securities, and Government secu- 
Tities. 

It seems to me that unless section 25 of 23 & 24 Vict. c. 145, was 
from the first utterly useless (a conclusion at which I cannot arrive), 
the effect of the section should have been re-enacted. 

The importance of the subject will, I hope, justify my troubling 
you with this letter. E. B. 

Lincoln’s-inn. 





MR. FORD'S MEETING. 
To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I shall be much obliged if you will insert the enclosed in your 
next issue. JOHN R. ADAMS. 
[Copy.] 
**66, Cannon-street, London, E.C., June 20, 1883. 
‘Charles Ford, Esq. 
** Law Club. 


" Dear Sir,—In the report, in the Law Times of June 9, of the 
a _at a meeting of members of the Inco ted ‘Law 
, it is stated that the p i terminated by a vote of 
thanks to the chairman, ‘seconded by Mr. John R. Adams.’ As far 
as my recollection serves me, this statement is not correct. I should 
not, however, have thought it worth while to contradict it, but for the 
fact that I might otherwise be supposed to approve of what was done 
at the meeting, as indicated by the requisition to the council to call 
a special general meeting to consider certain resolutions to be 
meepeee by poo I desire, on the contrary, to say that I entirely 
pprove of the course you propose to adopt, it being calculated, in 
my opinion, to defeat the object you profess to have in view, as I am 
quite sure that the great majority of the members of the society will 
not only not support, but will reprobate, the suggestion that the 
members of the council or the club are to be made responsible for the 
manner in which the club rooms have been dealt with in the past. 

“I can only regret that my presence at the meeting called by you, 
though only for a few minutes towards the close of the roceedings, 
should have led to my name being in any way hoa g with those 
proceedings, even to the otherwise innocent extent of seconding a vote 
of thanks to the chairman. 

‘*T shall send a copy of this letter to the Law Times, the SoLiciToRs’ 
JOURNAL, and the secretary of the society. 

** Yours faithfully, 
“Joun R. ADAMS.” 








The Attorney-General will preside at the dinner to Mr. Benjamin, Q.C., 
and the follo udges have oy their intention of being present 
—viz., the Lord lior, the Lord Chief Justice, Lord Bacon Lord 
Justiser Lopes: Hastie Meniste’ Staghes, Key’ Watts ary hang 

) isty, en atkin Williams, Cave 
Mathew, Chitty, Butt, and A. L. “mee See 
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Venpor AND Purcuaser—MistEapine Conprrion oF SaLe—Comnence. 
MENT oF TrttE—Votuntary Dezp—VeENDoR AND Purcuaszr Acr, 
s. 1.—In a case of In re Marsh and Earl Granville, before the Court ¢ 
Appeal on the 14th inst., the question arose whether a condition in a eon. 
tract for the sale of real estate, bmding the purchaser to t a title com. 
mencing within forty years, was, underthe circumstances, binding on him, Op 
March 15, 1882, an agreement was entered into between the trustees of the 
will of M. H. Marsh and Earl Granville for the sale by the former to the 
latter of some freehold and leasehold ay spb The agreement contained 
a clause which provided that the title to the freehold portion of theestate - 
should commence “‘ with an indenture dated October 18, 1845, and made 
between Henry Gawler of the one part, and F. J. Courtenay and £, 
Harrison of the other part,’”’ and that ‘the earlier title, whether appear. 
ing by recital, covenant for production, or otherwise, or not appearing 
at all, shall not be investigated or objected to.”” The freehold pro 
comprised in this deed of October 18, 1845, was by a deed, dated June 
1858, conveyed for value by Courtenay and Harrison to Marsh in fee. He 
died in January, 1881, having by his will devised the property to trustees, 
on trust for sale. When the abstract of the title of his trustees was 
furnished to the present purchaser it appeared that the deed of October 
18, 1845, with which the title was to commence, was an absolute convey. 
ance by Gawler to Courtenay and Harrison of certain freehold and lease. 
hold property (including that now agreed to be sold) upon trust for 
Gawler during his life, and after his death on trust to sell the property, 
and to hold the proceeds of sale on the trusts declared by a deed of even 
date made between the same parties. The deed reserved to Gawler 4 
power by deed or writing to revoke all or any of the trusts thereinbefore 
expressed of the trust premises, and to declare any other trusts. This 
deed was a voluntary one, eoeept so far as the liability incurred by the 
trustees upon the covenants relating to the leasehold part of the pro 
formed a consideration for the conveyance. The purchaser made this objec. 
tion to and requisition on the title—that the deed of October 18, 1845, being 
a voluntary one, and the trusts of it being expressly made revocable, was 
not a good root of title, and that a good forty years’ title must be deduced. 
A summons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, was taken out 
the vendors to determine this question. Fry, J., held (31 W. R. 
ante, p. 55) that the purchaser was not bound to complete his contract 
unless a good forty years’ title was shown. His lordship was of opinion 
that, as the vendors had by the contract attempted to limit the length of 
title to which, in the absence of any stipulation, the purchaser was by law 
entitled, they ought to have disclosed more fully the nature of the deed 
which they proposed as the commencement of the title, so as to show the 
purchaser that the transaction was one upon which a full investigation of 
the title would not be made. Though there was no intention to deceive, 
the condition in the agreement was not an adequate and fair one, and the 
purchaser was entitled to repudiate the contract, unless the vendors would 
give him a forty years’ title. The Court of Appeal (Baccatuay, Corrox, 
and Bowen, L.JJ.) affirmed. the decision. Baccattay, L.J., said that 
when this contract was entered into the Vendor and Purchaser Act of 1874 
was in force, and by section 1 of that Act it was provided that ‘‘in the 
completion of any contract of sale of land made after the 31st of December, 
1874, and subject to any stipulation to the contrary in the contract, forty 
years shall be substituted as the period of commencement of title which 
purchaser may require in place of sixty years, the present period of such 
commencement.’’ In the present case a stipulation to the contrary wa 
inserted in the contract. Any stipulation made for the purpose of limiting 
the length of title to which a purchaser was entitled must contain a 
fectly fair description of that which was to form the commencement of the 
title, and if that was to be a deed or a will the nature of it must be fairly 
stated. If the deed of the 18th of October, 1845, had been described as8 
voluntary deed, and containing a power of revocation, this would have 
been a very important matter for the consideration of the purchaser ia 
determining whether he would buy subject to such a condition. 
inference from what was stated in the condition would be that the con- 
veyance was made for value, and that the title was then completely investi- 
peat. It was not, however, necessary to decide that. The ground of his 

ordship’s decision was that the purchaser ones to have had a fair oppot 
tunity of considering whether he would be bound by such a sti 

The decision of Fry, J., was right, and the appeal must be dismissal 
Corron, L.J., was of the same opinion. The question really was wh 

at the instance of the vendors, specific performance of the contract ougil 
to be decreed — the purchaser with no greater length of title than 
which was stipulated for in the contract. In his lordship’s opinion this had | 
nothing to do with the question whether a voluntary conveyance wass 
good root of title. ip be. inion a voluntary deed complying with other 
Fequinaments was, if ibwas of é, a good commencement of title 

e question was whether the purchaser was bound by this partic 
dition. The principle was this—the court would not hold a purchase 
bound by a stipulation limiting the rights as to title which were given to him 
by law, unless the conan w excluded Those rights was fair and 
explicit, unless it disclosed those facts within the knowl of the or 
which were material for the pu of enabling the purchaser to determine 
whether he would buy the property subject to the stipulation. His lordship 
thought that in this respect there was no ce between a contrat 
between es and a condition upon a sale by auction. When there was” 
a stipulation binding a purchaser to t less than the legal length of 
title, pore pou: tones | that the title should begin with a cular deed, 
it was most important to the haser to know whether that deed wa 
executed oni “an occasion on which there would be an investigation ¢ 
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title, and if the vendor knew that that was not so he was bound to disclos® 
it. This disclosure not having been made in the present case, the court 
would not enforce specific performance of the contract by the purchaser, if 
desired to’ have the o investigation of title. Bowzn, L.J., was 
the same opinion, and would add only a few words as to Price v. Jenkins 
R. 5 Ch. D. 619). That case must not be taken to have decided more 
it really did decide. It was there held that an assignment of lease- 
hold property was, in itself, necessarily an assignment for value, by reason 
of the liability which the assignee incurred to pay the rent and the 
Jessee’s covenants. But it did not follow that, if there was a conveyance of 
id and freehold properties together, the assignee’s liability in 
of the leasehold proj would be a sufficient consideration to 
the conveyance of the freehold as well as that of the leasehold. 
$0 to hold would be to be imposed on bya piece of sealing wax. One deed 
might contain twenty distinct transactions.—Soxicrrors, 4. J. Murray ; 
BM. § F. Lowe. 


as 





CoMPENSATION—STATEMENT OF AFFAIRS—MIS-STATEMENT OF AMOUNT OF 
Dest—Action. by CrEDrroR—INsuNcTION—CoRRECTION OF Error—Bank- 
nuprcy Act, 1869, s. 126—Banxrvurrcy Rugs, 1870, nr. 306.—In a case of 
Be parte Englehardt, before the Court of Appeal, on the 12th inst., a ques- 
tion arose as to the effect of a slight error inadvertently made by a debtor 
who had filed a liquidation petition, in his statement of affairs as to the 
amount of the debt due by him to one of his creditors. Section 126 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, provides that ‘‘ the provisions of a composition 
accepted by an extraordinary resolution in pursuance of this section shall 
be binding on all the creditors whose names and addresses, and the amount 
of the debts due te whom, are shown in the statement of the debtor produced 
to the meeting at which the resolution was passed, but shall not affect or 
prejudice the rights of any other creditors.” And there is this further pro- 
vision, that ‘‘ any mistake made inadvertently by a debtor in the statement 
of his debts may be corrected after the prescribed notice has beeri given, 
with the consent of a general meeting of his creditors.’? And, by rule 
306, ‘‘ Any mistake made inadvertently by a debtor in the statement of his 
debts may be corrected with the assent of a majority in value of his 
creditors assembled at a general meeting,’’ summoned by him as therein 
mentioned. In the present case the debtor in his statement of affairs 
inserted the amount of the debt due by him to one of his creditors as £17. 
He owed the creditor for goods which had been supplied to him, but no 
invoice had been delivered with them. The debtor believed that the price 
would be £17, but he was mistaken, the ee being in fact £17 15s. The 
creditors by the proper majority resolved to accept a composition, the 
first instalment of which was to be paid within a month from the date of 
the confirming resolution. The resolutions were confirmed on the Ist of 
January and were registered on the 3rd of January. On the 8th of 
February the creditor, who had dissented from the resolutions, com- 
menced an action against the debtor for the £17 15s. He had previously 
declined to receive the first instalment of the composition. The com- 
mencement of the action was the first intimation which the debtor had had 
of the mistake he had made as to the amount of the debt. On the 8th of 
March the debtor applied to the Court of Bankruptcy for an order restrain- 
ing the creditor from further proceeding with his action. Mr. Registrar 
Brougham (ante, p. 349) refused the application, on the ground that the 
creditor was not bound by the composition resolutions, because of the 
mis-statement of the amount due to him. On the hearing of the appeal it 
was urged that the court should at any rate restrain the creditor from pro- 
ceeding with the action for a time sufficient to enable the debtor to sum- 
mon a general meeting of his creditors and obtain their assent to a 
correction of the error in his statement of affairs. The Court of Appeal 
ey, Linvtey, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. Bacca.iay, 

J., said that reference had been made to Burliner v. Royle (L. R. 5 
0. P. D. 354), and, so far ashe could form an opinion, that case was 
perfectly rightly decided. But he based his judgment on several earlier 
authorities upon which the decision in Burliner v. Royle was founded. It 
was urged that in substance the creditor was, by section 126, precluded by 
the resolutions from bringing an action for his debt. No doubt the debt 
tely stated, but at first sight one could not think that so 
slight an sseccineey was sufficient to prevent the resolutions from binding 
the particular tor. This, however, did not appear such a hardship 
when it was recollected that the mistake might have been corrected if 
ein had been taken. In Ex parte Mathewes (23 W. R. 736, L. R. 
0 Oh, 304) it wes wid ve be essential in al these —o there mods 

and complete accuracy, not only as re, the names an 

addresses of the eendticen, but as to the amounts of their debts, and that, 
if there was any inaccuracy in the statement, the debtor must apply at 
the earliest ble time to get it corrected in the mode pointed out in 

. it were for the benefit of the creditors no doubt the correction 
would be made. In Ex parte Mathewes the debtor applied about two 
months after he knew of the error and after the creditor had commenced 
an action against him. His lordship did not understand that case to 
mean that in no case could an application be made to correct an error after 
a action had been commenced, but only that, having regard to the notice 
Which the debtor had of the error, the application was made too late. In the 
present case there would be great difficulty in allowing the error to be 
corrected, inasmuch as four months had elapsed since the debtor must 
have known of it. The observations of Mellish, L.J., in Ex parte Mathewes 
hada eps on this case, where he said (L. R. 10 Ch. 307): “‘The 
time for payment of the first instalment is past. The action was com- 
Mmenced on the 5th of November, and, up to time no steps had been 
taken to correct it deprives 
Mathewes ursue his 


the mistake. There is no section in the Act 
of his rights, and he is therefore entitled to 


J., in Burliner v. Royle. The court could not make an Act of Parliament ; 
it could only follow the Act. Burliner v. Royle was important with regard 
to the argument that the error was a very trifling one. But where was the 
line to be drawn—at 15s., or at 20s.? It was of the very essence of the 
Act that, if advantage was to be taken of its provisions, there must be a 
most strict obedience to its requirements, and if a mistake has to be cor- 
rected, the debtor must come promptly. In Burliner v. Royle the error 
was 25s., and was much less in proportion to the amount of the debt than 
in the present case. His lordship had felt some doubt whether the action 
should not be restrained so as to allow the debtor to summon a i 
of his creditors with the view of correcting the error. But, having 
to Ex parte Mathewes, and to the general current of authority, he ane 
the court would not be justified in doing this. Lropzzy, L.J., said that 
the court would be, naturally, inclined to allow an inadvertent mistake to 
be corrected, but he thought they could not do so under the circumstances 
of the present case. Was the creditor bound by the resolution? He had 
done nothing to raise a personal equity against himself; he in no way 
recluded himself from standing on his strict rights. The debtor 
ad not wage 9 the method pointed out by the Act and the Rules for 
correcting the mistake, and the only question worth considering was 
whether the proceedings in the action ought to be stayed for a time 
long enough to enable the mistake to be corrected. His | ip would 
have thought there was a strong case for doing this, but for the that 
no one had thought of asking for it before now. The —— | 
now made for the first time, he thought it was too late. x, L.J., sai 
that the first question was whether the creditor was bound Oy the resolu- 
tion. The language of section 126 was very explicit. It first affirma- 
tively what creditors were to be bound, and then said negatively that no 
others were to be bound. It was conceded that in strictness the creditor 
in the present case did not come within the definition. His lordship felt 
bound to conclude that the words must be construed strictly for several 
reasons: (1) by reason of the negative words, the effect of which was that 
no creditor who did not come within the previous definition was to be de- 
prived of his common law right; (2) the power given to correct a mistake 
was a reason for holding the debtor strictly to the words ; (3) there was a 
long series of decisions that the provisions of the Act must construed 
strictly. It was sufficient to refer to Ex parte Lang (26 W. R. 68, L. R. 5 
Ch. D. 971); Wilson v. Breslauer (25 W. R. 818, 26 Idid., 536, L. R. 2 
C. P. D. 314, 3 App. 672); and Burliner v. Royle (L. R.5 C. P. D. 354). 
There was no personal equity against the creditor, and the only question 
was whether the action ought to be stayed until the debtor had had an 
opportunity of summoning a meeting of his creditors. Having to 
the strong negative words of section 126 his lordship doubted whether the 
court had any right to grant such an injunction. But it was not nm 
to decide this point, because no such application had been made to the 
registrar, and it was too late now to make it.—Souicrrors, H. Aird; 
Hatchett-Jones § Letcher. 





Serrtep LanD TAKEN BY PuBLic Bopy— Purcuasg-Mongy mv Covrt— 
Interm™ InvEstMENT—DEBENTURE Stock—Costs—Serriep Lanp Acr, 1882, 
ss. 21, 32.—In a case of In re Hanbury’s Trusts, before Pearson, J., on the 
15th inst., a question arose as to the costs which ought to be paid by a public 
body on a petition for the interim investment of money which they had paid 
into court for the purchase under their statutory powers of land belonging 
to persons under disability. The money had been paid into court under 
the provisions of a special Act which provided for its re-investment in land, 
to be settled to the same uses as the land purchased, and for its interim 
investment only in Consols or Reduced Three per Cents. The Lands Clauses 
Acts did not apply. The special Act contained no express provision for 
the payment by the public body of the costs of a petition for an interim 
investment, though there was a provision for the payment by them of the 
costs of purchases of land for re-investment. Section 32 of the Settled 
Land Act, 1882, provides that ‘‘ where, under an Act incorporating or 
applying, wholly or in part, the Lands Clauses Consolidation Acts, 1845, 
1860, and 1869, or under the Settled Estates Act, 1877, or under any other 
Act, public, local, personal, or private, money is, at the commencement of 
this Act, in court, or is afterwards paid into court, and is liable to be laid 
out in the purchase of land to be made subject to a settlement, then, in 
addition to any mode of dealing therewith authorized by the Act under 
which the money is in court, that money may be invested or applied as 
capital money arising under this Act, on the like terms, if 
ae gies costs and other things, as ay as circumstances admit, 
and (notwithstanding anything in this Act) to the same 
rocedure, as if the modes of investment or application authorized 
ty this Act were authorized by the Act under which the money 
is in court.” And by section 21, ‘“‘capital money arising under the 
Act”? may be invested Leng alia) om the Paes of the debenture stock 
of any railway com in Great Britain or Ireland incorporated i 
Act of Puctienent. ant having for ten years next before the ws of in- 
vestment paid a dividend on its ordinary stock or shares.”” The — 
asked for the interim investment of part of the money in the debenture 
stock of a railway company satisfying the requirements of section 21 of 
the Settled Land Act, and of the residue in New Three per Cents. It was 
admitted that the public body must pay costs, but it was urged that the 
ought to pay only such costs of investment as would have been in 
by an investment in Consols, and that, the investment in debenture stock 
being for the benefit of the tenant for life, the public body oyght not ta 
pay the increased costs (such as stamp duty on transfer and commis~ 
sion to brokers) which would result from that moqde of imvestment, 
Pszarson, J., however, held that the public body must all the costs 





ordinary by Lopes, j 


Temedies as a creditor,’’ and the same view was adop 


m 
of investment, and said that he inte heat bs in a 
measure, defeating the object of the pre im the Land Act it 
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he did not give all the costs.—Soxicrtors, Reyroux, Phillips, § Golding ; 
E. A. Baylis. 





Serriep Lanp Act, 1882, ss. 3, 11, 17, 58, 60—Concurrent PowErs OF 
SaLE in SerrLeMENt anD Act—ConsenT—ReEnTS UNDER Mryinc Lzease— 
App.ication.—On the 20th inst. the case of In re The Duke of Newcastle’s 
Settled Estates (noted ante, pp. 499, 519) was again mentioned to Pearson, 
J. By the settlement a power was given to the trustees to sell land with 
the minerals below the surface, and, when the person entitled to the 
possession or receipt of the rents was an infant tenant in tail, the consent 
of his guardians to the exercise of the power was required. It was now 
proposed, under the statutory power conferred by sections 3, 17, 58, and 
60, to sell the surface without the minerals. This was not authorized by 
the settlement. ‘The question was whether this could be done, and whether 
the consent of the ians was required to a sale under the statutory 
power. The tenant in tail was an infant. Pzarson, J., held that 
the statutory power could be exercised, and that the consent of the 
guardians was unnecessary. If the settlement had contained no power of 
sale, the trustees could have sold under the statutory power without any | 
such consent. They proposed now to exercise a power which was not in | 
the settlement, and it made no difference that there was another and a) 
different power in it. : f 

Another question was how the rent receivable under a mining lease | 
ought to be applied, having regard to section 11 of the Act. 
The settlement provided that, during the minority of a tenant in 
tail, the trustees should receive all the rents of the settled property, and | 
should apply them to certain purposes mentioned in the settlement. | 
Pezanson, J., held that this was an expression of a “‘contrary intention”? | 
within the meaning of section 11, and that the rent must be applied as, 
directed by the settlement, and not as directed by section 11.—Soxscrrors, 
Lake, Beaumont, § Co. ; Rickard & Son. 
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Wui—Consravetion—Hvuspanp anp Wire—Guirr in Jot Tenancy 
with Tumrp Person—Manrrep Women’s Property Act, 1882 (45 & 46 
Vier. c. 75), ss. 1, 2, 5, 16.—Im the case of In ve March, deceased, 
Mander v. Harris, before Chitty, J., on the 18th inst., the question was 
raised by demurrer whether, having regard to the operation and effect of 
the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, a gift in joint tenancy to a man 
and his wife and a third person is divisible into thirds or moieties. It 
pp wpeetns the testatrix, who died in 1883, by her will, made in 1880, gave 

her p , both real and personal, “‘ unto my residual legatee Bich, 

C. J. Mander, Esq., and J. Harris, Esq., and Eliza Maria , his wife, to and 
for their own use and benefit absolutely,’’ and the testatrix appointed by 
name the same three persons as her executors. It was, in support of the 
contention that the husband and wife each took a third, submitted that 
any indication, however slight, of an intention to the contrary was always 
held sufficient to take the case out of the rule that, because the English 
law considered the husband and wife to be one person, a gift in joint 
tenancy to a husband and wife and a third person was divisible into 
moieties. The appointment of the wife as executrix was an indication 
of the wife being in the will distinguished from her husband, but 
however that might be, the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, 
had made an alteration in the law, and the more rational rule now prevailed 
that the wife was for all intents and oses a separate person. It was 
submitted, in support of the contention that the gift was divisible into 
moieties, that the general principle of the law as to the status of two parties 
to a marriage was not rescinded, or in any way affected, by the new Act. 
As by the law the wife took nothing, there was no property upon which 
the Act could operate ; to take a contrary view of the Act would be to 
construe it, not so much as giving the wife a separate interest in the joint 
gift to her husband, but as giving the two, at the e of the third 
donee, a larger share in 1883, when the testatrix died, than they would 
have taken in 1880, when the will was made. The object of the Act was 
not to increase, but to secure the wife’s property. Curtry, J., said that 
it was admitted that the effect of the new Act was to enable a wife to act 
as executrix under a will without the consent or interference of her hus- 
band. The sole question was, therefore, what was the effect of the Act 
+ ae the gift in question. The rule, as stated in Co. Litt. 187a, was that 
if a joimt estate in land was conveyed to husband and wife 
and a third person, the husband and wife took one moiety, 
and the third person the other, because by the law the husband 
and wife were but one person only. This, however, was not an accurate 
statement of the law, even as it existed at the time of Coke. In the case of 
Dias v. De ped, ae 5 App. 123), the rule was stated by the Judicial 
Committee of her Majesty’s Privy Council to be as stated by Coke and for 
a like reason, but this important qualification, that it was founded 
on the doctrine of English law that hus and wife were for most pur- 
— one person. One of the purposes for which the law comeiioeel 
to be #0 was the possession of property. That so, when the 

Act came to be examined, could it be said with any truth that it left the 
relations of husband and wife in this im t icular untouched? 
The trath was that the alterations effected by the Act in the old law of 
husband and wife were so extensive and so marked that it would be wrong 
any longer, even in the question of the construction of a will, to ly 
the old le of hi and wife being a compound ° ince 
the paning the Married Women’s Pro Act, 1882, this, so far as 
could not be said. Thus, by 

section 16 of the Act, a could criminally prosecute his wife for acts 





by her against his property, and the alterations made by the Act, in his 
lordship’s opinion, bound the court to adopt that which Priyy Council 
in the case Ahad said to be a more natural co) to direct | 










the gift of the testatrix to be divided into three , or, in more 

, that the three persons named in the will should take 
shares, until severance in joint tenancy, the wife taking her share to 
separate nse. His lordship added that he had not overlooked the point { 
it was felt that it could not be contended that there would be an 
tion in the case if the will had been made after the date for the 
commencement of the Act of 1882. It was very eee. admitted thg 
the question would have been one and the same whatever the date of 
will was, provided that the will came into operation after the date fixed for 
the commencement of the Act; in fact such an admission could not hayg 
been avoided after the decision of the late Master of the Rolls iy 
Hasluck v. Pedley (23 W. R. 155, L. R. 19 Eq. 271).—Soxrcrrors, Burton, 
Yeates, Hart, § Burton, for Horne $ Engall, Staines; F. Fitz Payne. 
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Soricrror AND Cirent—Batance Frounp Dvr—Costs or Taxatiox— 
DeravLt—ATTacHMENT—THuE Deprors Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vict. c. 62), s, 
7.—In the case of In re A Solicitor, before Chitty, J., on the 15th inst., an 
order for attachment having been made against a solicitor for default in pay. 
ment of a balance found due to his client by the taxing 8 
cate, the question arose whether the sum in respect of which the attach. 
ment should issue should include the costs of the reference to taxation, 
Re Hope (20 W. R. 694, L. R. 7 Ch. 523) was referred to. Currry, J. 
after observing that it seemed to be clear that withholding and 


4 


money and then sending in an excessive bill of costs was 

within the Debtors Act, 1869, s. 7, said that it was the settled practice 
include in the sum to be paid the costs of the reference to taxation, wl 
undoubtedly, was money within the terms of the section to be paid by: 
solicitor in his character of an officer of the court.—Soxicrrors For Appi. 
cant, Appleyard, Manning, § Co. 





Lamrrep Company—Repvuction or CapitaL—ADVERTISEMENTS OF ORDER 
anp Minvre—Companies Act, 1867, s. 15, anp Russ R 
20.—In the case of In re The London Steamboat Company (Limited), before 
Chitty, J., on the 20th inst., it appeared that the court made an order 
for reduction of the capital of the'company, and also d with 
advertisements of the registration of the order and minute. It was stated 
that the late Master of the Rolls had dispensed with advertisements 
under similar circumstances, but that the registrar had felt a 
in drawing up the order as, by the rules made under the Companies 
1867, r. 20, it was ordered that ‘‘the court shall give directions in 
manner and in what newspapers, and at what times, notice of the ; 
tion of the order and of such minutes as mentioned in the 15th sectionaf 
the Companies Act, 1867, is to be published.’’ Curry, J., said thatthe 
rule apparently left the court no discretion in the matter, ee 
as the company was a London company, gave directions for adv 
in the London Gazette and a London newspaper.—Soxrcrrors, Newman, 
Stretton, § Hilliard. 
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Inrant—Custopy—RemovaL our or JuRispicTION—Perition D1smqsem 
—Costs or Rzsronpgent.—In the case of Rosenberg v. Lindo, bel 
Chitty, J., on the 18th inst., an action having been instituted to makem 
infant a ward of court, and a petition presented for the custody of i 
infant having been dismissed on the ground of want of jurisdiction, 
lordship nevertheless declined to give the respondent costs. It aprons 
that the infant, who was about fitteon Ss ng of age, ran away 
father, a Polish Jew, residing in New York, and after i 
grandmother, in Middlesborough, where it was alleged she was. 
treated, went to a Roman Catholic home, of which the respondent was 
lady superior. The respondent stated that she had received the infant 
of pity, and declined to give her up when she was demanded by a solici 
although he was accompanied by the grandmother. The infant, befor 
the issue of the writ, was removed from the home to France. Cuzrrry,d, 
said that the sole question was whether the respondent should bear 
own costs. There was no intention of gamers her for misconduct, i@ 
she had acted from a high sense of duty. She had, however, assu 
the custody of the child, and been the cause of the pp m2 ' 
been originated. She had also been the agent of infant’s rem 
from the jurisdiction of the court. She had refused the demands of mt 
grandmother when it should have been assumed that that person had i 
authority of the infant’s father to act in the matter. She had also refusal 
to give information which would have precluded the t nugator 

ings from being taken. By her intervention the father’s claim) 
defeated, and the respondent would not be allowed costs.—-SoL1crs0m 
Emanuel § Simmonds ; Harting, Son, § Elis. 3 



































































Practice—Deatu or Parry—Frvat Jupoment—Appinc Execureit, 
Dezrenpant—Orp. 50, x. 4.—In the case of Chapman y. Day, in wil 
ent was given on the 12th inst, by a divisional court, consisting 
B., and Lopes, J., a question arose, under ord. 50, r. 4, by 
in case of the e, death, or bankruptc: AS pea ae ae 
new party may be endl the action onal on between the con 
ing parties and such new party. The action was commenced in 
recover damages from the defendant for injury to the plaintiff's landwy 
reason of the defendant’s coal wor! . In May, 1881, an order 
made that a case should he for the purpose of obtaining 
court as to the hts and liabilitios of the ae 
and on the 15th of June, 1882, when court We 
time to consider their judgment. On the 17th of June, 1882, the de 
ant died, and on the 25th of January, 1883, the court gave judgmé 
favour of the plaintiff, the damages to be sacertained ‘by ai rb 
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‘gdon the application of the plaintiff's counsel entered judgment nunc 
oe as on the 15th of June, 1882. The plaintiff then applied toa 
‘master for an order to add the defendant’s widow, who was his executrix, 
aga defendant. The master made the order, and on appeal the judge 
geferred the matter to the court. The executrix objected that the order 
‘wrong, inasmuch as this was an action for damages, and so that the 

qule of law, actio personalis moritur cum persond, pr esa and that the judg- 
ment of the court upon the special case did not help the plaintiff, as that 
ent was not a final judgment. The Covrr, however, affirmed the 

s order, holding that the judgment upon the special case was a 
final judgment, because it settled the rights of the parties, the only ques- 
tion remaining being to assess the amount of the damages, and that, con- 
sequently the action had not abated. 
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x CASES BEFORE THE BANKRUPTCY REGISTRARS, 
hy & (Before Mr. Recistrrar Brovexam.) 
Ae June 15.—Re Gurney. 
ih, Committee of inspection—Bankruptcy Act, 1869, ss. 14, 83—Resolu- 
ach- tion appointing two creditors in addition to three appointed at the 
‘ion. first meeting. 
or R. Gurney having been adjudged a bankrupt at the first meeting of 
duct cteditors, held on the 15th of March, 1883, three of the creditors 
(4 were inted to act as a committee of inspection. The trustee sum- 
e moned a meeting eo mapas two more creditors, to constitute, with the 
three iously elected, the committee of inspection. The meeting was 
é. duly held and the two creditors named in the trustee’s notice were elected 
"PLL: as D . It was objected by one of the original members of the 
committee of inspection that there was no power under the Bankruptcy 
Act to increase the number of the committee when once appointed. 
RDER Willis, Q.C., and Bowen May, in support of an application to the court 
4 B to vacate the resolution increasing the number of the committee of inspec- 
efore tion.—This is a case of first impression. There is no decision on the sub- 
order oad guide the court. Sections 83, 20, and 14 provide only for an altera- 
with in the constitution of the committee in the happening of certain 
tated events, none of which have happened in this case. The equities 
nents the case are also in our favour. 
R. Bray, contrd.—The respondents do not admit the case made on the 
re other side. There is no ity shown to the bankrupt. The contention 
of the applicants is clearly opposed to the plain words of the Act of Par- 
istra- fiament. 
on of Mr. Recisrrar Brovenam decided that the resolution in question was 
it the wird vires and must be vacated, but that the costs of all parties should be 
pfore, paid out of the estate. 
nents Bolicitors, Wakeford May ; Henry Tyrrell. 
vanan, 





SOLICITORS’ CASES, 
Hien Court or Jusricz.—QueEn’s Bencu Drvision. 
(Before Denman and Lopgs, JJ.) 
June 14,—Jn re William Micklethwait, a Solicitor.* 

The facts of this case are stated in the judgments reported below. 
Dexuan, J.—I think it is perfectly clear that this solicitor has done one 
atthe noxious things against which the Attorneys and Solicitors Act 
— directed. He had been as early as 1878, as he says, with a 
. Fisher, a solicitor, and one Edward Lawrence Levy had also been 
with Fisher as a clerk, and he says he found him there as a clerk. Well, 
after Fisher’s death Micklethwait requested this man Levy to continue his 
services in the business which, as he says, had been Fisher's. 
asearly as June, 1878. In September, 1878, Edward Lawrence Levy was 
amested, and we hear now—I think it is stated upon the affidavits—that 
even before that Edward Lawrence Levy had been struck off the rolls 
some occasion. He was not then a solicitor, but was acting as clerk, 
it to Fisher, and then afterwards in the way described here. In Sep- 
tember, 1878, he was arrested, and he was tried at the Central Criminal 
for for; about May, 1879, and sentenced to eighteen months’ im- 
ent. r the conviction of Edward Lawrence Levy in 1879, 
wait says, ‘‘I had no intention of taking him again into my 
ilice, but on his completing his term of imprisonment aforesaid he came 
aiked me to take him back.” Then he tells a tale of being influenced 
ion for Levy and his wife and family, and says he took him 
back about January, 1881. He says that then some arran ent was 
as tothe nature of his duties, and that when any clients were 
introduced by Levy, they should be introduced to him, Micklethwait, and 
beinformed he was the principal. Now, I cannot help thinking that what 
Was done, and the course that was afterwards adopted, was a mere form, 
sham, a mere device instituted by Micklethwait for the of 
to make out that which was not in truth the oo Maite al og at the 
was only that of ordinary solicitor and clerk, and that the true 
Nlation, looking to the acts that were done by the parties afterwards, 
tad the conduct pursued by both was not that, but that there was an 
— between him and Levy that Levy should do all the work of a 
, that he should bring actions and conduct suits for his own profit, 
pa by some arrangement between him and Micklethwait he was to 
the use of Micklethwait’s name as solicitor, the business being Levy’s 
ya 
le to eve that this arrangement, which is set 
hy in Mickbaenits affidavit, was a - genuine ent, or 
it was otherwise ® mere pretence for the purpose 
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of enabling him to say he was doing that which he was not doi 
namely, to enable Levy to carry on his business in his name 
device should be adverted to. It is his office, and he says at 
there was an indication of the name of Levy, it was an office 
collection of debts, and he says beneath Levy’s name there 
‘* Accident Insurance Agency,”’ and he says Levy conducted that business, 
acting as clerk in his office. Now, is it possible for the court seriously to 
believe that that was a genuine arrangement, that the was 
that Levy was to act as an accountant and conduct an accident insurance 
agency instead of a solicitor’s business, and that the solicitor’s business 
was to be Micklethwait’s with Levy as his clerk? I must say I cannot 
believe the affidavit. A statement which is so absurd and so contrary to 
the course of conduct that was — I think is destructive of the case 
that Levy was a clerk, acting Jide as a clerk, with Micklethwait as 
rinci The real truth was, Micklethwait was allowing Levy to do the 
usiness of a solicitor, he giving him the benefit of his name, he being a 
solicitor. Then there isan account of how a plausible was told to 
m. We do not know what the org story was. 
One can well believe the plausible story was told; be ee is 
whether we can believe any such — story was told Mi Wait as 
would meet the charge which I think now is the serious one against 
Micklethwait—namely, that he was allowing Levy to carry on business as 
a solicitor in his name. Then he goes into the details of this transaction, 
and he tells us that in May he communicated his determination to Levy, 
gave him notice that he would not take any fresh business there, and that 
he must not commence any fresh action without it was first mentioned to 
him and consented to by him. The mere statement of that over and over 
again is not an indication that he had not at that time nyo ere | to 
carry on business in his name. I am giving him credit for having said it, 
and if he said it at all it shows that saying it over and over again was 
looked upon as a mere form and a mere sham, 0! 
‘*Mind, you must so do it as not to get me into ascrape.”’ There is 
nothing serious about it, no real indication he was unwi 
should do that which he had obviously arranged to do, except that he 
should not get him into trouble. Then he says Levy said there was great 
prejudice against him, he promised to have his name removed from the 
door, and to have all actions changed over to another solicitor, but he 
admits that for a very considerable time afterwards his name did remain 
where it was. That we have upon the affidavits when the rule was 
originally moved, and it is not displaced. The ence is that 
Micklethwait is upon one of the two horns of the dilemma whi 
the master, in his very careful and able report, has put to us 
absolutely necessary, and, perhaps, it is the worst one of the 
because it is the one which brings it det via the terms 
section 32 of 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73. | t if any 
solicitor shall wilfully and knowingly act as t in any 
or suit in any court of law or equity, or matter in ptcy, for 
person not duly qualified to act as an attorney or solicitor as aforesaid, or 
permit or suffer his name to be anyways o wee oe 
suit, or matter upon the account or for the profit of any unquali 
person, or send any to such unqualified person, or do any other 
act thereby to enable such unqualified person to appear, act, or practise 
in any respect as an attorney or solicitor in any suit at law or in equi 
knowing such person not to be duly: qualified as id, and. i 
shall be made thereof in a summary way to any of the said superior 
courts wherein such attorney or solicitor has been admitted, and proof 
made thereof upon oath to the satisfaction of the court that such 
or solicitor hath wilfully and knowingly offended therein as 
then and in such case every such attorney or solicitor so offending shall, 
and may be, struck off the roll, and for ever after disabled from i 
ing as an attorney or solicitor.” The words of the Act are 
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imperative as to what the result of conduct such as this must be, and if 
there were any discretion in the court intended to be exercised in refer- 
ence to conduct of this kind, I cannot conceive a worse case than this; 
because here is a man who has all the advantage of being the rolls, 
of being a solicitor with all the rights and privileges of a soli , taking 
into his service and making use of this man Levy, I have no doubt for 
some profit of his own. He makes use of that man in this way: he says, 
“If you will go on practising as a solicitor in my name you do any 
amount of iniquity you choose,’’ because that i be the 


result of ntiondie tntaet tee aia Eames ohn aaa struck off 
the rolls, who had been convicted of forgery, and whose whole history 
was disgraceful, no man of common sense could for one moment have 
doubted if he had thought about it, as I think Mr. Micklethwait, 
man of some intelligence, must have thoroughly well understood. i 
is really a case in which Micklethwait, by allowing Levy to use his name 
as a solicitor, has given power to, and a — of he g — pests of 
society—a wicked m, an unqualifi who disgraceful 
conduct, ceased to be a solicitor—to meek way to pe of dis- 
graceful iniquity, and his own iniquity, therefore, must 
such a statute as this to be such as well justifies 
severe powers which are given to the court under 
that Micklethwait really has in these particular matters proved himself to 
have been as bad as Levy. He has enabled Levy to carry on 
and a wicked fraud, and I think he must suffer the 
struck off the rolls. That must be the judgment 
court would not be doing its duty if it attempted to pass a 
assuming it has the power. 

Lorss, J.—I cannot imagine there can be a worse case than this, 
Mr. Micklethwait has enabled Mr. Lawrence Levy to practise asa 
and to use his name I take it is beyond all question. But then 
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consider what kind of man Mr. Lawrence Levy was and what Mr. 
thwait knew about him, even according to his own admission, it 





* From the Shorthand Notes. 
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the case as bad as any case of this kind can be. When first Mr. Mickle- 
thwait became acquainted with Mr. Lawrence Levy he found him a clerk 
at Mr. Fisher’s. At that time he had been struck off the rolls, and Mr. 
Micklethwait admits he was struck off for gross impropriety beyond all 
question. He states he never took the trouble to inquire what that im- 
propriety was—never took the trouble to ask him or to make any inquiries. 
But then let us look a little further into the history of the case. Subse- 
quently, I think in 1878, Mr. Lawrence Levy is convicted at the Old 
Bailey, he is subjected to eighteen months’ imprisonment, he comes out 
of prison, and, although Mr. Micklethwait then knew he was a solicitor 
who had been seven years before struck off the rolls, and that he wasa 
convicted felon, what does he do? He again takes him into the office, 
perfectly well knowing the character of the man heis taking into his office. 
I say, therefore, it is, I think, impossible to conceive a worse case than 
this. I know of no case that has ever been brought more fully within the 
purview of the section, and I know of no case which that section can more 
fitly and aptly meet. I think the court has no discretion as to what it is 
to do in this case. Possibly that may be the meaning of the Act of Parlia- 
ment, that the court is to have no discretion, but I do not hesitate to say 
if the court had any discretion the only course the court could pursue 
would be to direct Mr. Micklethwait to be struck off the rolls. 

Scott.—There is one matter I should mention. When the case was last 
before the court the court reserved all questions of costs. Some costs were 
incurred by Mr. Nash, who first got the rule granted. He applied fora 
rule in the first instance calling upon Mr. Micklethwait to answer the 
matters of an affidavit, and he afterwards appeared in support of that rule, 
I ask that Mr. Micklethwait be ordered to pay those costs. 

Dewan, J.—He must pay Nash’s costs. 





(Before Lord CoLERmpcE, C.J., and MAntsty, J.) 
June 19.—Jn the Matter of a Solicitor.* 
Solicitor—Delay in payment of counsel’s fees received from client. 


This was a rule calling on a solicitor to answer the matters contained in 
an affidavit. 

The application was made on the part of the Incorporated Law Society 
under the following circumstances. In June, 1881, the firm of Maples, 
Teesdale, & Co., solicitors, were instructed by a client to provide for the 
defence of a person charged with embezzlement at Hammersmith, and 
they arranged with the solicitor in question to conduct the defence (he 
having appeared for the accused at the police court), and instructed him 
to retain counsel, which he did. After the trial the solicitor sent in his 
bill of costs to Messrs. Maples & Co., which was paid; he subsequently 
applied for a further sum in respect of counsel’s fees, which was also paid 
him by cheque, he giving a receipt, ‘‘In receipt of cheque for £— for 
counsel’s fees herein.”” This payment was made in September, 1881. 
Messrs. Maples & Co., having been informed that the fees had never been 
paid to counsel, wrote to the solicitor in October, 1881, and again in May, 
1882, urging him to pay them. He, however, failed to do so, and in May, 
1883, these facts were brought before the Incorporated Law Society. 

The secretary of the Law Society thereupon wrote to the solicitor, 
who answered by letter, admitting that he had received the cheque 
for the fees, and that he had not paid them to counsel, but 
sayi “JT am unable to see what ground of complaint Messrs. 

les & Co. have against me. The accused was my client, 
and Messrs. Maples & Co. merely handed me over cheques for the 
amount of my costs out of my client’s funds. Looking at the 
matter in any light I fail to see how Messrs. Maples & Co. can be in any 
way prejudiced by my not having immediately paid counsel’s fees. Inever 
did intend, nor do intend, or for one minute think of, depriving counsel 
of his just fees, but will pay the same. Messrs. Maples & Co., no doubt, 
are aware that even large firms have counsels’ fees for long periods out- 
standing, having received money for the same a long time—sometimes 
years—before they send cheque to counsel. If any one has cause of com- 

int it is counse] himself.” 

Subsequently to this rule being obtained the solicitor tendered the fees 
to counsel, who declined to receive them pending these proceedings. 

E. P. Willis, for the solicitor, showed cause against the rule, upon the 
above admitted facte.—Maples & Co. have no ground of complaint. [Lord 
Corzzwwcer, ©.J.—They have paid money to the solicitor for a particular 
purpose, and he has kept that money in his pocket.] The policy of enter- 
taining such proceedings as this for the yep - farow of counsel’s fees is 
very doubtful. ‘This is the first application of the kind, and yet the non- 

of counsels’ fees is not unusual. 

A, Wills, Q.C., and Garth, for the Incorporated Law Society, were not 


Lord Corexincz, C.J,—The facts in this case are undisputed, and the so- 
licitor throws himself on the mercy ofthe court, Shortly, they 


are, that the solicitor obtains a sum of money by the representation that 
he is about to pay counsel’ fees, and acknowledges on the receipt that he 
receives it for that purpose; and now, two years after his receiving the 
money, it appears that he has never paid the fees to counsel, I cannot 
help saying, in the words of the late Master of the Rolls, that when facts 
a conduct amounting to fraud and cheating are proved before me, I like 
to call them fraud and cheating. I think this is just such a case, In his 
answer to the letter from the Law Society, instead of expressing any sor- 
row for what he had done, he only says that he does bes see what busi- 
ness Messrs. Maples have to interfere in the matter, and appears surprised 
that the Law Society should interfere. I differ from him, and think it 
most important that such dishonest and fraudulent conduct should be 








* Beported by F. HL Wi1som, eq. Barrister-at-Law. 
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checked. Ifthe punishment I am about to inflict om to be sey 
must be remembered that a solicitor is an officer of this court, and ¢ 
by this court with exceptional powers and privileges, and, 
offences committed in the character of a solicitor must be visited : 
severe punishment. I do not think we should be doing otr duty if j 
not suspend this solicitor from practising for a period of twelve = 

Manisty, J., concurred, saying that he was sorry to see it s r 
a defence by the solicitor, that it was customary in the profession to: 
paying fees for a long time after they had been received from the client 

y the solicitor. The sooner persons were disabused of the notion that 

they were justified in keeping money paid them for counsel’s fees in thy 
pocket the better ; it was most necessary that such a case should be 
with in an exemplary manner. 

Solicitors, Z. W. Williamson ; E. T. Farman. 













COUNTY COURTS, 
NorrincHaM. 


(Before 8. B. Bristow, Esq., Q.C., Judge). 
June 15.—Hardy v. Bentley 


This was an action, tried at the last court, in which plaintiff claime 
£25 from the defendant for an alleged default, in that he had not 
notified to the plaintiff that there had been scarlet fever in a house of 
which the plaintiff became tenant. The substance of the case was this :— 
The plaintiff was about to take a house which the defendant was occupyi 
and he asked him if he might look round it. The defendant allowed Me 
to do so, and plaintiff asked him whether it was clean and healthy. He 
replied, ‘‘Yes,’? and said he had had it whitewashed nine month 
previously, after his wife died. The fact was that the defendant’s son 
had had an attack—though a very mild one—of scarlet fever, for which 
he was attended by Dr. Moorhead, and from which the child had 
just recovered. The plaintiff took the house from the landlord, 
entered into possession, and soon afterwards his stepson, who was 
employed as a telegraph clerk, suffered from scarlet fever, and, in the 
opinion of medical witnesses, he took the complaint because the hous 
had not been properly disinfected. The defendant was summoned before 
the magistrates under the 129th section of the Public Health Act, and 
was fined £4 and costs—altogether £6—and the magistrates directed that 
£2 should be awarded to the plaintiff. The P c-varg then brought a 
action against the defendant for damages, alleging that he had not 
properly disinfected the house, and had not informed him of the infectious 
disease that had been in it, in consequence of which his stepson had 
taken the fever, and he had been put to considerable expense. 

Barlow was for the plaintiff, and Stanger, barrister (instructed by Whit- 
tingham), appeared for the defendant. 

His Honour said: In this caseI think the defendant is entitled to 
ment. At the trial it was stated that the defendant had been convicted 
borough justices for some offence under the Public Health Act, 1875, bub 
no record of the conviction was produced, and I therefore only know 
what was stated during the hearing—viz., that the defendant had bea 
convicted at the instance of the sanitary authority of this town of 
Nottingham, and that he had been fined the sum of £4, part of which was 
paid to the now plaintiffs. For the plaintiffs it was contended that the 
defendant had been guilty of some breach of duty whereby damage 
accrued to the plaintiff for which he was entitled to sue the defendant 
at law. I am wholly unable to see how upon the evidence it can be 
said that the plaintiff had any right of action against the defendant, 
The case raises two questions—first, Was the defendant proved 
the evidence to have been guilty of any offence punishable by summa 
conviction under the Public Health Act? and, secondly, If he wer, 
does the commission of such an offence impose upon the party offending 
a double liability to a fine upon conviction, and a liability to action for 
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es in respect of the same transaction? The only two sections | 
the Public Health Act, 1875, that bear upon this case are sections 1% 
and 129. Now, uponthe evidence it is perfectly clear that the defendant 
was not letting a house for hire; he had no interest whatever in the 
house, and it was wholly immaterial to him whether the p t 
succeeded him as tenant of the house or not. I think, therefore, that le 
was not guilty of any offence under the 128th section. Then, was 
he guilty of any offence under section 129? was he showing fr 
the purpose of letting any house or part of a house? and, if so, was Be 
questioned by any person negotiating for the hire of such house or pat 
of a arta as to the _ % oe having oon Me within six week 
previously an erson therein su g from any dangerous inte 
disease ? "it % hid he make a false answer to such Tusstidai? en 
supposing he was showing the house for the purpose of letting for hit, 
which may well be questioned, I think it perfectly plain that no 
question as the statute a out was put to him, and it is, I 
equally plain that he did not knowingly make a false answer to h 
question, even if the questions that were asked could be said to # 
equivalent to the questions referred to in the sections. On all thew 
grounds, therefore, I am of opinion that the plafMfitiff has failed to make 
out any case against the defendant under the statute. Then, has he ay 
right of action agajnst the defendant independently of the statute? 1 
suppose it will not be contended that he has, unless perhaps he can 
that the defendant acted fraudulently, whereby damage accrued to 
laintiff. But as the plaintiff may wish to appeal against my decision, 
find the following facts to be proved:—The defendant was about @ 
quit the house, he being = a weekly tenant, and having no rent 
in the letting of the house to the plaintiff; that the plaintiff came to 
the house on December 16, 1882, whilst the defendant was still there; 
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3s wife had died in the house about nine months before, after 
-the house had been cleaned and whitewashed. On the 4th of 
1882, and therefore within six weeks of the time when the 
versation took place between the plaintiff and defendant, 
t had a child ill in the house with the mildest form of 
. The child was attended by a medical man, who told the 
t when he was about to leave that the house ought to be 
, and also told the defendant’s housekeeper to use disinfectants, 
‘she did so. The doctor gave notice of this case of scarlatina to the 
medical officer of the district on the 4th of December, but nothing was 
done by the sanitary authority before the defendant gave up possession 
and the plaintiff came into the house. Soon after the plaintiff took 
possession, his stepson, the infant plaintiff in this action, became ill with 
a smart attack of scarlet fever, which the doctor clearly thought was more 
bly caused. by the infected state of the house than caught from the 
Loge scarlet fever being then prevalent in the locality. It was also 
that the plaintiff's wife became ill while attending upon the 
infant plaintiff, but she was not ill of the fever. There was no evidence 
ofany fraudulent intention on the defendant’s part, nor had he any 
interest whatever in the question of the letting of the house. If the 
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laimed Court of Appeal should be of opinion that the defendant was liable in this 

ad not action, I think the evidence justifies the verdict being entered for the sum 

use of daimed, £25. 

this ;~ 
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y. He SOCIETIES. 

a maint 

wie SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 

d The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 

d, a1 was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 

O Was June 13, Mr. Herbert Tritton Sankey m the chair. The other directors 

in the t were: Messrs. Asker (Norwich), W. B. Brook, Edwin Hedger, 

house .H. Kays, R. Pennington, J. A. Rose, Philip Rickman, Sidney Smith, 

before Hi FT. Woolbert, and Mr. J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £275 was 

: = distributed in grants of relief, and other business was transacted. 

cht an 

d not Mr, Ronert Fw presided on Wednesday at the twenty-third anniver- 

ectious sary festival of this association, which was held at the Star and Garter 

n had Hotel, Richmond. About one hundred guests were present, including, 
others, Sir Thomas Paine (President, Incorporated Law Society), 

Whit- Mr. R. T. Reid, Q.C., M.P., My. H. H. Burne (President, Bath Incor- 


Law Society), Mr. H. T. Sankey (Chairman, Board of Directors), 
. W. B. Brook (Deputy Chairman, Board of Directors), Mr. E. Foster 
(President, Cambridge Incorporated Law Society), Mr. R. Ellett (Presid- 


a 











5, bub ent, Gloucester Law Society), Mr. J. Cullimore (President, Chester and 
know North Wales Law Society), Mr. T. F. Simpson (Vice-President, Kent Law 
| been Society), Mr. C. H. Anderson, Mr. T. B. Borrett, Mr. R. H. Few, Mr. 
wn of Fydney Gedge, Mr. H. P. Bowling, Mr. W. H. Dunster, Mr. T. Bolton, 
ch was . John Cann, Mr. John Webb, Mr. E. Breton Osborn, Mr. John H. 
at the Taylor, Mr. John Stone, Mr. P. Rickman, Mr. Sidney Smith, Mr. Edwin 
mage Hedger, Mr. H. 8. Styan, Mr. S. H. Asker, Mr. E. Pope, Mr. G. Brash 
ndant Wheeler, Mr. J. Anderson Rose, Mr. R. Pennington, Mr. M. D. Osbaldes- 
an be ton, Mr. W. Edwood Shirley, Mr. Samuel Harris, Mr. W. H. Roberts, Mr. 
ndant, E. T. Tadman, Mr. N. H rt, Mr. A. R. Gillman, Mr. Grinham Keen, 
upon Captain J. Higinbotham, Mr. H. W. Trinder, Mr. Henry Sowton, Mr. 
amary George Godfrey, Mr. W. F. Blandy, Mr. T. Skewes-Cox, Mr. H. C. Owen, 
were, 5 
nding The usual loyal toasts were given from the chair. The Cuarrmay, in 
mn. for 0 ‘‘The Prince of Wales and the other Members of the Royal 
ms of ,”’ remarked that no day could be happier than the present for such 
ns 128 a for in that day’s papers they saw that a conference of the Fisheries 
ndant had been presided over by the Prince of Wales, at which was read a most 
n the able per by the Duke of Edinburgh, and, in addition, the Duke of Albany 
aintiff on the preceding evening had presided at the festival of the Printers’ 
at he — Society. The country could not but be proud of princes such as 
, we 
y ion The Cuamman gave ‘The Army, Navy, and Auxiliary Forces,’’ which, 
as te fm inthe absence of Major Bristowe, was responded to by Major Sanxzy. 
Z. Mr. J. Axpgnson Ross proposed ‘The Houses of Lords and Commons,” 
; temarking that their debates were to the point, and he believed the 
_ est orators in the world addressed themselves in the best form to every 


Me question that arose in that assembly, and that the committees and 
reports of those committees were transcendent! 
other assemblies that could be named. He look 





superior to those of 
upon the House of 
as one of the finest aud most majestic tribunals, second to the 












i Hie House of Lords, the world had ever seen. 
to be Mr. R. T. Rump, Q.0., M.P., acknowl the toast, observing that, as 
these neared the House of Lords, if way wor d look back but a short period, 
make Would be found that a lar of its members were descended 
’ 7 from la , and that would explain the circumstance that they well 
oP I deserved the very high encomium passed upon them by Mr, Rose, He was 
show fm YY glad to hear the House of Commons spoken well of at all, because if 
» te per be ag the papers it made one feel inclined somewhat to be ashamed that 
ision, tnetlonged to so disreputable a body, His own opinion was that, although 
nt to bron Were very wide and t differences between the two parties, there 
verest * teal desire on both sides to do what was right according to the par- 
0 see _ Views entertained by the members, and although there was very 
pene; chance of agreeing he thought they agreed to differ, and, notwithstand- 
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intiff’s wife asked the defendant if the house were healthy | ing occasional scenes, they got on really very well under the circumstances. 
to which the defendant said, ‘‘ Yes, it’s all right.” The He hoped it would be a long time before the Houses of Parliament ceased 


to have that hold upon all Englishmen which made the toast always well 
received in any assembly of English gentlemen. 

The Cuarrman submitted, ‘‘ The Presidents and Vice-Presidents of the 
Incorporated and other Law Societies in land and Wales.” He 
believed he was not wrong in saying he was the member of the pro- 
fession present, therefore he could refer back to days when there was no 
such thing as an Incorporated Law Society ; but, happily, with the growth 
of thought and the advance and progress of opinion, though in 1823 they 
scar cely had such a thing as a corporation, in 1825 the institution was 
founded, based upon the scheme of a club, and in 1831 they got a charter 
of incorporation for the establishment of a law society in London. Why 
did they want a law society? They wanted, with the growth of the 
fession, to bring it to a position worthy of its duties, to oe e 
existence, and to advance its education and its qualifications. on, in 
1845, fourteen years after, having served two articles of ee 
it were, they obtained a fresh charter of incorporation. He found 
the notice he had received that there were certain persons who were 
promoting a very considerable revolution in the existence and the 
characteristics of the institution. He would not go further into that 
part of the question, not being a member of the Law Club, but he would 
feel it his duty to be present at the meeting shortly to be held to consider 
it, and to uphold the existing state of things simply upon constitutional 
grounds. They all well knew that events had happened during the last 
twelve months touching the very existence of the profession. He rather 
shrank from descending to the debated question of the 6s. 8d.; but he 
must say it was a subject which called for grave and calm consideration on 
the part of all the members of the solicitor branch of the profession. It 
was a subject which many had thought worthy of the consideration of 
some of the leading members of the profession. Solicitors were treated by 
the rules which had been laid down as men unworthy of trust. There 
seemed to be no recognition of their proper position. Of the three 
branches of the law—judges, counsel, and solicitors—there was not one 
that was so trusted, that undertook such ——— and heavy duties, and 
which discharged them better than the solicitors. When a case came 
before the courts, who placed before the barrister the materials with which 
he is to advocate the interests of the client? The solicitor. What was 
the first duty of the solicitor but to cross-examine his own client? And 
yet they were to be placed under a certain scale—so much per cent. The 
broker might have his 10s. per cent., but the solicitor must only have 5s. 
The broker did nothing but walk across the Stock Ex ; What was the 
work the solicitor had to do? More than that, the solicitor must not 
charge for more than £100,000, though the work he did was £500,000. He 
believed the time would come when these matters would be duly repre- 
sented to the authorities, and he did not doubt they would be ready ed ong 
the thing right. He referred to this because it was leading to the i 
which did a great amount of hard work on their behalf—the law societies. 
It was no little satisfaction to find that, not only had oe the 
president of the Inc rated Law Society in London, but also the 

residents of the Bath, Cambridge, Gloucester, Chester and North 
ales, Kent, and Nottingham societies, and this proved that, with all 
their care for professional work, they had a t care for the benevolent 
work of the profession. Having-referred to the mark of honour which it 
had pleased her Majesty to confer upon Sir Thomas Paine, he assured 
them that if they had any practical points for the well-being of the 
profession, and would send them to the president of the Law Society, they 
would receive the mest careful consideration. The high dignity of the 
profession of solicitors, which the law societies represented, was second to 
that of no other body in the land. 

Sir Tuomas Parvez, in acknowledging the toast, said the law societies 
had at times been accused of want of energy. This might perhaps have 
been the case in times past, but the accusation could not properly be 
brought against them now. They were earnestly endeavouring to do the 
best they could in the interest of the ion, and he was not sure they 
had not to avoid the other extreme of fussy officiousness and interfering in 
things which did not concern them. They might easily put themselves in 
the wron, “ following such a course, and he was not sure but that the 
had heard of one or two instances of this fault lately. He did not 
this was the place, or perhaps the time, when he would do well to make 


any remark in response to the observation which had been made with 
to the question of remuneration. He had had some slight part in the 


and in all other matters, the main duty of the profession was to pull together ; 
if not, they would not succeed in them, He trusted in future this would 
be the case. No doubt the Remuneration Order was not perfect, but on the 
whole it did not work so badly as some of them at first anti , 
replied 


Mr. T. F, Snurson (vice-president of the Bath Law Society) 
behalf of the provincial law societies. These societies 
very great advantage which the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association must be 

ession, and were constant in their endeavours to impress 
upon the individual members of the societies the necessity of supporting 
it, and they had the greatest pleasure, when the financial position of the 
particular societies was satisfactory, in sending donations to the funds of 
the association. 

The Cuarrman proposed the toast of the evening, “The Solicitors’ 
Benevolent Association, and may prosperity continue to attend 1t.”* 
asked whether there was one — present who looked himself as 
likely to become a recipient of the bounty of the jon? Yet he 
could read to them names from the sister society, of which he had been @ 
one time they Ned oooupied poaitions ot Kigh standing ta the | 
one time they ecou i 
and he looked back upon many whe were once prosperous and 
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they, their widows, or their children had been compelled to depend largely 
for existence upon the contributions of the society. He thought the want 
of interest exhibited in the association by the profession was simply shock- 
ing. There were 12,406 solicitors on the rolls, and yet the total number of 
members was under 4,000. What was the contribution which qualified for 
membership? and when he thought how small it was he could not but 
reflect upon how much was daily left undone for simple want of thought. 
The qualification was one guinea a year. What was that? Not fivepence 
a week—not a penny aday! That was what they called paying something 
for the widows and orphans of their less prosperous brethren. He would 
suggest to every one present whether it would not be well that the one 
guinea should be turned into two? Who were the people to benefit 
by it? He remembered that fifteen years ago, in regard to the sister 
society, a member of the profession had said that every man ought to give 
£100 to its funds. He said it and there the matter dropped; but he (the 
chairman) would not let it drop, and in one day he had the satisfaction of 
obtaining no less than £800 from men of popsce in the profession under 
whose notice he had brought the claims of the society. He begged them 
to think of their object in attending this anniversary. They came there 
to talk of a benevolent association—to take care of the widows and orphans 
of less fortunate men than themselves, and how could they be content with 
giving them one ea perannum? There were several cases before him 
of the benefits to be derived from membership—one where a solicitor had 
contzibuted only one guinea to it and his widow had already received £175 8s. 
from the fund. In another a widow whose late husband had paid only 
twelve guineas in all had received £305. In another case, where a solicitor had 
paid seven guineas, his widow had received £505. Another, who had left no 
property, but had paid nine guineas, his widow had received £310. In 110 
cases of members and families of di members, the association had 
given away no less than £12,057, and in 422 cases of distress amongst 
non-members they had distributed £11,742. Life was worth something to 
be enabled to do such deeds as these. Who could shrink from advocating 
the claims of such an institution as this? He recommended it to them— 
the facts to which he had referred commended it better than could any 
words he might utter. He appealed to all present to continue to the asso- 
ciation their hearty and willing support. 

The Secretary read a list of donations amounting in all to £700, amongst 
which were £25 from the chairman; £50, an anonymous gift, per tke 
chairman ; and £21 from Mr. John Mackrell. 

The remaining toasts were ‘‘ The Chairman of the Evening,’’ proposed 
by Major Sanxex, to which the Cuamman briefly replied, and ‘The 
Visitors,’’ submitted by Mr. Grisuam Kzzn and acknowledged by Capt. 
J. HicrvpoTuam. 

A selection of music was performed by Madame Worrell, Miss Clara 
Myers, Mr. Harper Kearton, and Mr. Frederick Bevan, under the direc- 
tion of Mr. John Davis. 


—_— 


UNITED LAW CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 


The fifty-first anniversary festival of this institution was held 
on Tuesday evening at the Freemasons’ Tavern, Great Queen-street, 
Mr. Justice Pearson presiding. The guests numbered more than 
200. The usual loyal and patriotic toasts having been duly honoured, 
the chairman, in ing the toast of the evening, ‘‘ Prosperity 
to the United Law Clerks’ Society,’ said it was not a charitable 
association, but a mutual insurance society, which served to teach a 
large and impotant class the virtue of thrift, and it was for this 
reason principally that he commended it to theirsupport. The funds were 
in a prosperous condition, but if they wanted it to do the good it ought to 
do, and of which it was capable, they must use every effort to increase the 
list of annual subscribers, as nothing else could give such a solid founda- 
tion and certain guarantee of permanent success. He hoped that at the 
next meeting they would have to announce a considerable addition in this 
direction. Other toasts followed, and subscriptions to the amount of 
£300 were announced. 





OBITUARY. 


MR HENRY MASTERMAN. 


Masterman, solicitor (of the firm of Masterman, Hughes, 
Masterman, & New), of 59, New Broad-street, died at his residence at 
Wanstead on the 9th inst. Mr. Masterman was born in 1814. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1840, and he had been for many years the head of 
one of the largest legal firms in the city of London. He had a large com- 
mercial especially in connection with public companies. Mr. 
Masterman was formerly in partnership with Mr. Francis Kearsey, and 
more recently he was associated with Mr, Walter Hughes and Mr, William 
Oldham Rew, and with his son, Mr. Henry Chauncy Masterman, who was 
aAmitted a solicitor in 1872. 


MR. SERJEANT WHEELER, LL,D, 

Mr. Serjeant Thomas Wheeler, LL.D., judge of county courts, died at 
Holland -park-terrace, on the 17th inst., in his seventy-cighth year. He 
was the son of Mr. John Wheeler, of Manchester, and was born in 1805, 
and was educated at the Manchester Grammar School. me eee? for 
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Civil Law ‘Tripos in 1845, and subsequently proceeded to the degree of 





LL.D. He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Hilar 
1846, when he joined the Northern Circuit, practising also b : 
various local tribunals in Lancashire. He held for several years the igai | 
rank of Queen’s Counsel for the County Palatine, and in 1860 he », 
appointed judge of the Salford Hundred Court of Record, while gj 
retaining his practice. In 1861 he became a serjeant-at-law, and in §, 
following year he was appointed one of the judges of county coury g 
Liverpool (Circuit No. 6). In 1873 he was transferred by Lord Sebo. 
to Circuit No. 43 (comprising Marylebone, Brompton, and Bren’ 

he was judge of that extensive and populous district until his : 
judicial duties were very onerous, many cases being remitted ‘5 
High Court for trial before him. Mr. Serjeant Wheeler was a st 
for Middlesex and Lancashire. He was married, first, to the 
Mr. John Whittenbury, of Manchester, and, secondly, to the 
Mr. Thomas Gerrard, of Arlington, Lancashire. 













MR. SIMEON JACOBS, C.M.G. y 


Mr. Simeon Jacobs, U.M.G., late a judge of the Supreme Court of 
Cape Colony, died at 52, Holland-park-gardens, on the 15th inst. 
Jacobs was born in 1830. He was educated at the City of London 
and he entered at an early age at the Inner Temple, where he was 
to the bar in Michaelmas Term, 1852. He was formerly on the i 
Circuit, but, when of about eight years’ standing, he emigrated to Souj 
Africa for change of climate. He was — Attorney -General 
colony of British Caffraria in 1861, and he was successively Solicito, 
General and Attorney-General for the Cape Colony. Mr. Jacobs was aly 
a member of the Colonial Executive Council. He took an active part in 
advocating the introduction of poe government in the colony, ani 
he was for a few years a puisne judge of the Supreme Court. The stated 
his health compelled his retirement in 1881, and he was, a few month 
later, created a Companion of the Order of St. Michael and St. George, in 
recognition of his public services in South Africa. 
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LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Henry Fretprme Dickens, barrister, has been appointed Records 
of the Borough of Deal, in succession to Mr. Robert John Biron, QC, 
who has been appointed a metropolitan police magistrate for the metropolis 
Mr. Dickens is the son of the late Mr. Charles Dickens. He was formerly 
scholar of Trinity Hall, Cambridge, where he uated as a wrangle 
in 1872. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Hilary Tem, 
1873, and he practises on the South-Eastern Circuit, and at the Kei 
Sessions. 

Mr. Tuomas Hupson Jorpan, barrister, has been appointed Judged 
County Courts for Circuit No. 26, in succession to Mr. Henry Holroyd, wii 
has been transferred to Circuit No. 46, on the appointment of eae 
John Stonor to succeed the late Mr. Serjeant Wheeler as ju of Cir 
No. 43. Mr. Jordan was called to the bar at Gray’s-inn in Trinity Tem, 
1862, and he has practised on the Northern Circuit, and at the Manchesta, 
Salford, Bolton, and Kirkdale Sessions. 

Mr. Cuartes James Tarrine, barrister, has been appointed Assistant 
Judge of the Supreme Consular Court at Constantinople. Mr. 
was educated at the City of London School and at Trinity vir Cam: 














bridge, where he uated in the first class of the 
1868. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Hilary Term, Ii 
He has practised on the South-Eastern Circuit and at the 
Sessions, and he is one of the staff of the Wzexiy Rerorrer, Mr, Tai 

was Professor of International Law at the University of Tokio, in Japa, 
from 1878 till 1881. Kae 

Mr. Txomas Fox Srmpson, solicitor (of the firm of Stone, Simpson,é 
Son), of Tunbridge Wells, who has been elected President of the Kent Ia 
Society for the ensuing year, was admitted a solicitor in 1850. He ism) 

artnership with Mr. Frank William Stone, registrar of the Tunbri 
Wells County Court, and with his son, Mr. Thomas Simpson, __ 

Mr. Wriu1am Tarrovrp Satter, Q.C., has been appointed Senior Pros: 
cuting Counsel to the Post Office on the South-Eastern Circuit, in suc 
sion to Mr. Robert John Biron, Q.C., who has been agecanes # 

litan police magistrate. Mr. Salter was called to the at the 
oe le in Hi Term, 1853. He became a Queen’s Counsel in B 
and he is a bencher of the Middle Temple. 

Mr. Joun Francis Smax1, solicitor, of Dublin and Newry, who has bem 
elected Member of Parliament for the County of Wexford in the Hom 
Rule interest, was admitted a solicitor at Dublin in 1874. He is coront 
for the county of Armagh. ; 

Mr. Francis Epwarp Paynrer, solicitor, of 57, St. Paul’s-churchyatt, 
has been a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 
Court of J ture. a 

Mr. Atrzen Panurrs Tioswett, solicitor, of Manchester, has beau 
pomness Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court @ 

udicature. Mr. Tidswell was admitted in 1871. 

Mr. Frepentcxk Wrii1aM Impert Tenuy, solicitor (of the firm of Angdl 
Imbert Terry, & Page), of 93, Gresham-strect, has been appointed a 
missioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of J ure, 

Mr. Roxeer Wu.sam Guiveren, solicitor (of the firm of Griffith & 
Corbett), of has been ted Secretary to the Bishop @ 
Camda Mz. was @ solicitor in 1863. ie 
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rp W. JosErx, solicitor, of 17, Finsbury-pavement, E.C., has 
pointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court 


7.43 
ure. 


fr. Joun Romy, barrister, has been apociniel. Secretary to the Royal 
on Historical Manuscripts. . Romilly was called to the bar 
@ray’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 1865. He formerly practised on the 
Circuit, and he is secretary of causes to the Master of the 


. Cxantes Marryatt Exsoroves, solicitor (of the firm of Elborough 

, of 51, Queen Victoria-street, and of Croydon and South Nor- 

“has been elected Town Clerk of the newly-incorporated Borough of 

n, me salary of £800 perannum. Mr. Elborough was admitted a 

in 1874. 

Wr. Joun Antruvr Gop sy, barrister, C.B., has been appointed Perma- 

Under-Secretary of State for India, on the resignation of Sir Louis 

. Mr. Godley is the only son of Mr. John Robert Godley, and was 

porn in 1847. He was educated at Rugby, and he was formerly scholar of 

College, Oxford, where he uated first class in classics in 1870. 

{ the Latin Verse Prize in 1867, the Hertford Scholarship in 

198, the Gaisford Prize for Greek Verse in 1869, the Ireland Scholarship 

Gaisford Prize for Greek Prose in 1870, and the Eldon Law 

haath in 1874, and he is now a fellow of Hertford College. He was 

qalled to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in January, 1876, and he was for several 

years private secretary to Mr. Gladstone. Mr. Godley was appointed a Com- 

missioner of Inland Revenue and was created a Civil Companion of the 
Onder of the Bath in 1882. 

Mr. Henny Savitz, second clerk at Marlborough-street Police Court, 
has been elected Assistant Clerk at the Mansion House Justice Room, in 
pone to Mr. Cecil George Douglas, who has been appointed chief 
derk at the Guildhall Justice Room. 

, Cuantes Harprne, solicitor, of Birmingham, has been appointed a 
us Commissioner for taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by 
Maried Women for the County of Warwick. 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK, 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
June 14.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
PuvaTe Brt.—Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway. 
Consolidated Fund (No. 3). 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Cathedral Statutes; Lands Clauses (Umpire); Naval Discipline and 
Enlistment Acts Amendment. . 


June 15.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Patvare Br.t.—Metropolitan Board of Works (Bridges, &c.). 


Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Briis.—Birmingham Corporation (Consolidation); Longton 
ion and Improvement. 
Municipal Corporations (Unreformed) ; Consolidated Fund (No. 3). 


June 18.—Royal Assent. 

The Royal Assent was given by Commission to the following Bills :— 
Consolidated Fund (No. 3); Prevention of Crime (Ireland) ; Re Law 
ces; Constabulary and Police (Ireland) ; Lands Clauses (Umpire) ; 
eae, Fey Paving; Local Government Board Provisional Orders 
Confirmation ; et > and Improvement of Lands Supplemental (Ire- 
; Tramways Order (Dublin and Blessington) Confirmation ; Local 
ent Board (Ireland); Provisional Orders Confirmation (Rath- 
mines); Education Department Provisional Orders Confirmation (Cum- 
5. Caledonian and a and South-Western Railway Com- 
panies (Joint Lines); Swansea Harbour; Metropolitan Street Improve- 
ments ; North London Railway; Exeter anal ; Scottish Widows’ : 
District (Mines and Sewers); Faculty of Procurators in Paisley ; 
Life urance; Portishead District Water; Dublin (South) 
Gty Market; Halesowen Gas; Hull Docks; Lambeth Waterworks; 
Cheshire Tines; East and West India Dock; Metropolitan Railway ; 

Cortis Railway ; Watford Gas; and Penicuik Trust Estate. 


Bill Read a Second Time. 
Criminal Law Amendment. 


June 19.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Pautvars Bris.—Skegness, Chapel, St. Leonard’s, and Alford ‘Tram- 
Ways; Canvey Island (Sea Defences); Penzance Corporation; London, 
» and Dover way; Local Government visional Orders 
Poor Law); Local Government (Gas) Provisional Order ; Local Govern- 
a ional Orders (No. 3); Local Government Provisional Orders 


blic Health (Dairies, &¢.). 


Bills in Committee. 
Marriage with Deceasod Wife's Sister (passed through Committee). 


Bills Read a Third Time, 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 


June 14.—Bills in Committee. 

Parliamentary Elections Corrupt Practices (Clauses 1 and 2) ; New Forest 

(Highways) ; Friendly, &c., Societies (Nominations). 
Bills Read a Third Time. 

Private Brir1s.—Central Wales and Carmarthen Junction Railway; 
Church Fenton, Cawood, and Wistow Railway; Corris Railway; Croydon 
and Norwood District Tramways Companies; Dideot, Newbury, and 
Southampton Junction Railway; Eastern and Midland Railway; Exeter, 
Teign Valley, and Chagford Railway; Great Western Railway; Metro- 
politan (Outer Circle) Railway; Midland, Birmingham, Wolverham 
and Milford Junction Railway; Paddington Market; Penicuik 
Estates ; Portsmouth (Bewonehh. Kingston, Fratton, and Southsea Tram- 
ways; Watford Gas; Elementary Education Provisional Orders Confirma- 
tion (Cummersdale, &c.); Local Government Provisional Orders r 
Law) (No. 3); Local Government Provisional Orders (No. 5) ; 
Government Provisional Order (Highways) ; Local Government isi 
Orders (No. 7); Tramways Provisional Orders (No. 4). 

Lord Alcester’s Grant; Lord Wolseley’s Grant; Forest of Dean (High- 
ways). 

r June 15.—Bill in Committee. 

Parliamentary Elections Corrupt Practices (Clause 2). 


Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Bris.—Hartlepool Borough Extension; Peckham and East 
Dulwich Tramways (Extensions). 
June 18.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Private Brits.—Drypool Parish Burial Ground; Holsworth and Bude 
Railway ; Coventry (Holy Trinity) Vicars’ Rate. 


Bill in Committee. 
Statute of Frauds Amendment. 


New Bills. 
Bill to provide for continuous sittings of the High Court of Justice in 
certain popular districts (Mr. Wurrtey). 
Bill to continue certain Turnpike Acts and to repeal certain other Turn- 
pike Acts, and for other purposes connected therewith (Mr. Hrspzrt). 


June 19.—Bills Read a Third Time. 

Private Brits.—London and South-Western Railway (Various Powers) ; 
Halesowen Railway; Plymouth and Dartmoor Railway; Pontypridd, 
Caerphilly, and Newport Railway; South London Tramways; Co 
and District Tramways; Gateshead and District Tramways; P 
Water ; Southsea Railway. 

New Biil. 


Bill making it compulsory on all constructors of public buildings that 
doors should be hung so as to open outwards (Mr. Kennarp). 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rota oF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


02, 


Mr. Jackson Mr. Farrer 
Teesdale 
Farrer 


Co 

Date. vet oF 

Monday, June eeeesecece 25 Mr. Ward 

T 26 Pemberton Cobby 
W Jackson 


Monday, Jane cesccccese 20 
Tuesday eeeeeeee eeeeeee 

Wednesday....ssecsesees 27 
Thursday ee eeeeeenecece 


Frida: eeeetereeereeereee 29 
Seteinpeneceseesnsass 30 
CIRCUITS OF THE JUDGES. 
Summer Cracurrs, 1883. 

Western (Lord Coleridge, C.J., and L.J.)—Salis Friday, June 
6; Winchester, Tuesday, June 30; Sa Seas Monday, uly 6; Exeter 
and City, Thursday, July 9; Bodmin, Wednesday, July 14; Wells, 
ene July 18; Bristol, Wednesday, July 21. South-Eastern 
(Baggal ay, L.J., and Day, J.)—Chelmsford, Wednesday, June 33; 

ewes, Monday, June 29 ; some ner: July 6; Hertford, 
Monday, July 13 ; Huntingdon, Thursday, 16; Cambri ees = 
July 18; Bury, Wednesday, July 21 ; Necwich and City, ye 


27. North Wales (Lindley, L.J., and Field, J.)}—Newtown, . 
June 23; De Le , June 26; Carnarvon, M ‘ 
Beaumaris, Friday, July 3; Ruthin, Monday, July 6; Mold, Wednesday, 
6 7; Chester and City, Saturday, July 11. South Wales — nf 
L.J., and Field, J.)—Ha and Town, Thursday, June 25; 
Cardigan, 29 





“Purvare Biis.—Landport Wharf; Great Western and vi and 
Ogmore Railway re oy Laws’ Patent. ' ad 


; Carmarthen Th ; 
ange sta ety Sa 8 Soe 


and 
City, Saturday, J 
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ston, B., and Smith, J.)—Aylesbury, Tuesday, June 23; Bedford, 
Thursday, June 25; ‘North ampton, Saturday, June 27; Leicester and 
Borough, Wednesday, June 30; Oakham, Tuesday, July 7; Lincoln and 
City, Tuesday, July; Nottingham and Town, Saturday, J’ uly 11; Derby, 
Friday, July 17; Warwick, Wednesday, July 21. North-Eastern 
(Hawkins tad Cave, JJ. )—Newcastle and Town, Monday, June 29; 
Darham, Saturday, July 4; York (North and East Riding and City), 
Saturday, July 11; Leeds (West Riding), Thursday, July 16. Northern 
(Stephen and Pearson, JJ.)—Appleby, Saturday, June 27; Carlisle, 
Tuesday, June 30; Lancaster, Friday, July 3; Manchester, Monday, July 
6; Liverpool, Monday, July 20. Oxford (Mathew and Butt, JJ.)— 
Reading. , Tuesday, June 23; Oxford, Friday, June 26; Worcester and 
City, Monier, June 29 ; Stafford, Saturday, July 4; Shrewsbury, Tuesday, 
July 14; Hereford, Saturday, July 18; Monmouth, Wednesday, July 21; 
Gloucester and City, Saturday, July 25. 

Pollock, B., and Manisty, J., will open the Commission at Croydon on 
Tuesday, July 24, for the trial of prisoners and actions only arising in 
the county of Surrey. Denman, J., Pollock, B., Manisty, Lopes, and 
Williams, JJ., will remain in town. 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jormst Stock ComMpanres. 
LOOTED IN CHANCERY. 
Ope BREWERY, LiwITED.—Petition for winding up, presented June 11, directed 
heard before Kay, J., on June 29, Lewis, ivals inn, solicitor for the 
selene 
JacKSON PATENT Boot SOLE SEWING MACHINE COMPANY, LiIMITED.—Petition for 
winding up, presented June 12, directed to be heard before Pearson, J., on 
Friday, June 29. Steadman and Co, eclenaten st, Strand, solicitors for the 
petitioners 
-NEw CAMBRIAN MINING AND SMELTING COMPANY, LIMITED. has sae for windi 
presented June 13, directed to be heard before Chi at the Ro; 
Courts of Justice, on June 23. Linklater and Co, Walbroo —— for 
ioners 
ATE PROMENADE Prer Company, Lumrep.—Creditors are momeined. on or 
before Jul 11, to send their names and addresses, and the partic of their 
debts or to Roderick Mackay, 3, Lothbury. Wednesday, July 18 at 12, 
is appointed for Seamer and adjudicating upon the debts and 
West FrontTrxo and Botivia GoLD Minina Company, LimiTep. tors are 
required, o-s or before July 16, to send their names and atpeeraet, and the par- 
‘oulers of their debts or claims, to to Mr George Chandler, 24, Moorgate st. 
capes. 2 July 31 at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating’ upon the debts 


[ Gazette, June 15.] 


Corowa BREWERY, LouiTED.—Petition for winding’up, presented June 11, directed 
to be heard before Kay, J., on June 29. Lewis, Furnival’s i inn, solicitor for the 
petitioner 

Krxe’s Doun Tix MIxE 


—Kay, has by an order, dated May 28, 
ted Thi 


LOOTED. 
omas Abercrombie Welton. 5, Mor rgate st, to be official liquidator. 
tors are req on or before July 12, to send their names and addresses, 
and particulars 0 of their debts and claims, ‘to the above. aimpene July 26, at 
12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and c 
Lowpon Contract Company, LuaitEp.—Petition for winding up, presented June 
15, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Saturday, June 30. EWebb and Co, 
Queen Victoria st, solicitors for the petitioners 

Loyxpon Trust asp AGENCY CoMPANY, mg —Kay, J., has by an order, dated 
May 26, ap orl ae Frederick Bigg, 39 eedle st, to be official liqui- 
required, on or before July 12, to send their names and 

addresses an he nestteediors of their debts and claims, to the above. Thurs- 
pe. Bete July tae 4 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts 


AND WAREHOUSING Company, LimiITED.—By an order made 

Chitty, J., dated Ju June 9, it was ordered ti hat the volun winding up of 

the v be continued. Kingsford and Co, Essex st, Strand, solicitors for 
loners 

PRoverty Trust Corporation oF Lonpon, LiwiTep.— her by on 

order, dated June &, appointed John Ball Ball, 1, Gresham en to be official 


Westminster Hore, Company, Ruy, Loarep.—Chitty, J., has fixed Friday, 
= une 29, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of a liquidator. 
Est MixERA Muyinc Company, Lumtrep.—Pearson, J., has order, dated 
ee cee Gores Painter, 2, Moor; te st b hes, to be official 
required, on or before July 21, to send their namcs 
addresses, ypartionians of f their debts or eked, te the above. Tues. 
day, July 31, at 12, is appointed for hearing and eaten a upon the debts and 


(Gazette, June 19.) 





UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Lownatorr bows Raveeaney Rpaime Smack MuTvAL InsURANCE ASSOCIATION.—By an 
ret Toc dated June 9, it pF wns cocered Cet the association 
ee wound Lowless wa Ce Co, Martin’s lane, Cannon st, solicitors for the 


(Gazette, June 19.) 
County PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 


LiMITED IN CHANCERY. 


Partos Hzmarire Inox Company, Lameree —Ceodibors are required, on 
poo ee fae oie Benge oad and the particulars of their 


iliiam Barclay Peat , Royal E rough. | HARRIES 
eet eee ome ts 


to 
frie Jul 13, at 3, is 
Fridey, July 43, at Boote and , solicitors f 
(Gazette, June 19.) 


Fusenpiy Societies Dissoivep. 


CHESTER REFORM Cive Society, Fountain Gencester, J 9 
Taavon V VuLsce Friexpiy Bocizry, Red Toh Inn, Old ‘Trimdon, Durham, 


(Gazette, June 19.) 


CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY, 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 


BEARDMORE, JOSEPH, , Gromwich, Esq. July 3. Martin v Dell, O& 
tchard, Gracechurch st Soa 
SURVILL, Dover, Kent, Plumber, July 4. Holmes v Boyton, 


eer ta 
ETH, Great Longstone, Derby. July 6. Robinso 
Chita y Bagehawe, Bionicle adshciayiet ae 
Cc ‘GEORGE, Sag =r eS York, pula. July 9. Hanson v Ob 
ley, lesbrough 
DOWNER, HENRY OLIPHANT, Lo: ee fiasetor’, Stockbroker. J 
v Downer, Chitty, J. Tatham een Victo: wy a7 
wenitey, 3 Menest, Pott Cardigan, eer July 9. Williams y 
J. Lio 
ones, wes aiotte sh Fi st, + “4, Wine Merchant. July 15. Hart yIg 
er, bi 
THOMAS, JOH, Neath, recy Builder. July 10. Williams v Thom; 


WRIGHT, Groncx, Cl lapham rd, Gent. July 2. Ww ht v Badham, Bacon ¥g 
Williams, Salter’s van ct, Cannon st * ~ 





nnn 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 35. 


LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
BraGG, GEORGE, Bristol, Ironmonger. July 14. Brittans and Co, Bristol 
CavEY, GEORGE, V: Contractor. June 24. Giongy Gea Woo : 
CLOUGH, JOSEPH, Cleckheaton, ' York, Yeoman. June 21. 
Co. —7 , MATTHEW, Win rd, Ealing, Gent. July i . 
CHEWDSON, Francis WILSON, Ulverston, Lancaster, Grocer. July 31. RB be. 
vers 


CURLING, JOHN RIGDEN, Herne Hill, Kent, Farmer. July 30. 
CuTTLER, WILLIAM, Northfield, Worcester, Farmer. June 28. debi) 


mingham 
Davies ic ga Liverpool, Coal Merchant. June 30. Simpson and B 
che: 


EGGINGTON, WILLIAM, Liverpool, Bookkeeper. July 14. Miller and Co, 


pool 
——_, IsABELLA, Blackburn, Lancaster. June 30. Backhouse, Bleckbay 
SARAH July 9. Templer, be ay tard 


, Teignmouth, Devon. 
-| Sea BOTTOM, SATA dsbury, near Manchester. July 5. Bond and § 
ancl 


Hopson, ELIZABETH, se Somerset. Aug 14. Piercy and Hutchings, Bo 


mouth 
20. Lewis, Dover 


Hunt, Foypom, Dover, Kent. Jul; 
H ELIZABETH, Liverpool. July 14, Miller and Co, Liverpool 


Holborn 
J ones, SUTARD, Machynlleth, Montgomery, Farmer, June30. Rowland,¥ 


KING, na Pocock, Reading, Berks, Gent. July 14. Hedges and 04 
LANGDON, JOHN CHURCHILL, Chard, Somerset, Esq. July 9. Clarke and Laks 
ar 


LEVER, HENRY, Bary, Lam caster, Cab Proprietor. July 7. Woodcock, E 
Nu, WoLuux § orranstell, 8 Staffo: a, Goctee Deak 4. Hollinshe 
PATENT, 4 AMBROSE, Salisbury, Wilts, Gent. July 1. Whatman and 
PIERCY, Jia, Broughton, Flint, July 2. Parry and Co, Chester be 
PULLEYN, TH OMAS THOMPSON, Chelmsford, Essex, Gems. * July 2. Cobb, York 
ROUSELL, ROBERT, Crewkerne, 5 yy Yeoman. June 30. Alfo rd, 
RUSHTON, RICHARD, Broseley, Salop, Grocer. "Say 16. PottsandP 
SAKER, EDWARD, and eatrical Lessee. July1. Rogerson and 

poo. 
Smorons, Journ, 3 


rd, Kensington Lieutenant-Colonel. Tul 
Minet and Co, Kin illiam st aa ane 
, WILLIAM, Ring Win st Lancaster, Cotton Manufacturer. June 30. 


cock, ary 
ILLIAM JAMES LEE, Keighley, York, Hotel Keeper. 
and cane Keighley 
‘eMfolton st, Oxtord Jomm, Oxford st, Breeches Maker. July 7. Stollard, & 
Mol ‘ord 
R, JAMES Gacnes JOHN, Bishopsteignton, Devon, Esq. July 9. 
Teignmouth 





Aug 1. § 


AS 


ARMITAGE, JaMeES, Huddersfield, York, Pig Dealer, Sept 1. Bottomley, Hu 


lish MarrTua Ann, Manchester. J uy 8. Weddall and Co, Sel 
BLACKMORE, HENRY, Foe tomee Lancaster, Gent. July 2, Buck and 


ota Many Ans TUGWELL, Brighton, Sussex. July 5. Freeman ii us 
a zramw, Dartford, Kent, Costermonger. July 31, Hamlin on G 
2 

OMAS, New Mills, Derby, Stone Mason. July3, Broadsmith,§ 
Oogcuneenn, Bi ht Hon ELIZABETH SUSAN tagu \ ‘Phelps a 

en Rig! on 8 , Mon’ 8q. Kas 10. 
Famian, Tomas Riowanp, Halifax, York, Gent, ee 8 pond 
FOLKES, Saux, © tourbridge, July 7. Ga 5 Btour ride De 
CE, PETER, Handsworth, York, Geat July 41. ead and Co, Sie 


bg mtg Pome TeARalts, St Thomas’ rd, Finsbury park, June 30, Crosse, 


Gbpraey, W: 
Vigo st, Regent st 
Te Asam, Denmark Hill, Camberwell, Esq. July 19. Dawes, - 


ARR Hagains, J ON *HExnY, Tregwynt, Pembroke, Esq. | July 31. Eaton and! 


Hast, MAST BLZanern, Clapton sa, Clapton, July 1. Gole, Lime st 4 
aa 7 fem pstead, Manchester Warehouseman. ¢ 


on i Witty, Appleby Towers, Isle of Wight, July 1, B 
KNOWLES, ROBERT p RA riy eneell Fullagar and 
MacLwros 4 


, GEORGE . § 5 
moe: DANIEL ym Kn ae end Be 


pay. 


Cm. 
CHEETHAM, 


a 
oe 





I Gazette, sail 


HurRRELL, JouN, Brixton, Surrey, Esq. July 17. Metcalfe, Furnivetla a, 


Ge Wico1s, Wardour st, Jeweller. June 23. Carr and @ 


i if = ERCTITTE af - 


I~ 


— Tus 


wee 
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Rorert, Whittlesford, Cambridge, Gent. Aug 31. Eadens and 


,Somerset. June 23. Paull, minster 
WILLOUGHBY, Brighton, Sussex, Lieutenant-Colonel. 


ea) ; 
casera July 15. Bridgman and Co, 


Fndiest eld, otal Engine Packing Manufacturer. Sept 1. 
e 
BEET, Ro maibachithe, Surrey, Licensed Victualler. June 30. 
re) 
Hedingham, Essex. July 21. Woollacott, Old 


SanaH, Wednesb Stafford, Grocer. June 30. Jones, Wednesb 
UE! York rd, Kin King’s Cross, Tallow Melter. July 5. Peck, Memdino 
di 


, Birmingham. June 21. Sargent, Bennett’s hill, Bir- 

Mary, Lower Swell, Gloucester. June 28. Francis, Stow-on-the- 

, an CHARLES, Walsall, Stafford, Spring Hook Manufacturer. July 1. 

om JOHN, Bidston, Chester, Gent. Ju'y 15. Dickie, Chester st, Birken- 

‘Vearer, WILLIAM, Twerton, near Bath, Contractor. July 14. Stone and Co, 

Tee re aa sla ul ae PAS BERS. and Co, 
sgarogmorton st 


mMAN, ALFRED, Dewsbury, York, Gent. June 30. Curry, Cleckheaton 
oe, RDWARD. Ewakt, ‘ewcastle-upon-Tyne. July 20. Hoyle and Co, New- 


‘WrigHT, ai Great Malvern, Worcester, Esq. July 2. Fullagar and Co, 


h a, Wii11aM, Manston, near Leeds, York, Market Gardener. July 13. 
{ Gazette, June 5.) 


0) owns Live June 80. Jones, Liverpool . 
be Isaac, tb by Ravensworth, York, Farmer. July 7. Tomlin, 
ond 


Henry PEALE, The Onttage, Tooting Common, Solicitor. July 10. Merri- 


Bn 
King’s Bench w: Tem: 
BROWNE, SARAH ANNE, Cheste: ester. J ey 12, Bridgman and Co, Chester 
C) N, saseus THomas, Pi a Captain in H.M.’s Army. July 14. 
an es, 
ab Hanover gdns, eancer sq. July 14. Cronin, Southampton st, 
 EwRy uffolk grove, Southwark, Yeast Merchant. Aug 2. 
PicDiarmid and Teather, Newman’s ct, C ornhill 
GalLON, SEPTIMUS JOSEPH, Patmore st, Battersea. June 26. Ginn and Mat- 
thews, Queen Victoria st 
GILLILAND = race GEORGE, Percy circus, Clerkenwell, Artiste. July 7. Powell, 
JOHN WARREN, Bury st, fy Ba James’, a Majorin H.M.’s Army. July 17. 
‘ay and Lake Carey St, Lincoln’s inn 
y ae Ropert, Inkberrow, Worcester, Clerk in Holy Orders. Aug 10. 
lide, orcester 
ORE, JAMES, Neatishead, Norfolk, Farmer. July 7. Keith and Co, 


HaGtEY, DINAH, Percy rd, ry uly 6. Francis, Austinfriars 
Ho. Tettenhall W S olverhampton, Stafford. June 30. 


ne and Co, Wolverham: — 
ester, Manufacturer. Aug 1. Addleshaw and 


DDGKINSON, gaa, 
Ww, ter] Fa Lambeth, Fruit Sal July 1. Beyfus 
aterloo esman, 
hatboyin Li Lincoln's inn fil 
no Basset, Rochester 


; huuetnn, iting, ar Meldstone, July 1. 
NGDO! aoe tsemenns, Chard, Somerset, Esq. July 9. Clarke and Lukin, 
Sale, Solihull 


Tuomas, Solihull, Warwi E July 15. 
Bes a a eet, Aug 2. McDiarmid and 


GEORGE, Chester, Gent. July 14. Bridgman and Co, Chester 
axes, Plymouth. July 26. Dery Plymou 
CORE, = 'ARTON, Assistant Paymooter, R.N. June 30. Dadge, St 
f FREDERICK Joun, Bishop’s Stortford, Maltfactor. July 20. Gee, Bishop’s 
maT, we Any, Lower Norwood. June 30. Pilgrim, Southampton st, 
Be, Hien § Szymovr, Ryde, I.W., Wine Merchant. July 2. Fardell and 
tay Barasvon Ax Any, Triley Court, nr Abergavenny. June 20. Addams- 
Newport, Monmouth 
, Rev. te. Ang’ Focus Eeloey, M ite 
gmns,’ RICHARD, Stratf uly 15 and } , Essex st, 
sy yl Chesterfield. July 3. Gratton and Marsden, Chesterfield 
: Epxvunp, Farnborough, Hants, Nurseryman. July 10. Eve, Alder- 
HERBERT, Ilkeston, Derby, Manufacturer. Aug 1. Burton and Co, Not- 
mB, SUSANNA, Newarkupon Trent, July 31. Pratt and Hodgkinson, Newark 
RING, SARAH, Chester sq, St George’s, Hanover sq. July 20. Pope, Gray’s 


2S see Liv 1, Stoker. Augi. Smith and Son, Liverpool 
Catal G Grange, Yorks, Gent. July 17, eer and Mackay, 


buxe, ) CuaRiEs il Hyde Park ter, Esq. July 20, Markby and Co, Cole- 
(Gazette, June 8.) 


hi mary ay west Dulwich, Surrey, Chemist. July 10. 
visa: Faroham, 8 a July 20. Donnithorne, Fareham 

, Southampton, Lieutenant in the Royal Navy. July 
ey iy dao Devonshire st Portland pl. July 2. Lumley and 


Pa’ ae the Mary, Birchington, Isle of Thanet, Kent. July 7 
— sees Ws Gat aay, We, Gentleman Sept 29. Chapman and 


DRvet 





Duper, Joun, Bury, Lancaster, Fire Brick Maker. July 31. Grundy and Son 
nowy a Bes Jalcms Ps Lock, Boscombe, nr Bournemouth, Hants, Esq. 
July 24. See fields 


as Octatis, Salles de Béarn, Basses Pyrentes, France. July 21. 

Plaskitt, Lincoln’s inn = ig 

Brooke, Rosert, Liverpool. Aug. 6. ety bie Liverpool 
ee Epwin, Handsworth, Stafford, Gentieman. Sept. 8. Cottrel and Son, 


Dietz, St Paul’s lane, Lamp Manufac- 
turers. J 


‘CHAEL ALEXANDER, buildings, Carter 
uly 10. Kingdo: pameense Bee "Kent, Clerk in 
Dopp, GEORGE WILLIAM. in Holy Orders. July 9. 
Sladen and Mackenzie Delahay rat 
Downrne, JOSIAH a , = = Boy gs ene 
— em Sheffield, Jolnany Tool Maker. Clegg and Sons, 
effield. 
, DAVID, Bexley, Kent, Yeoman. Aug 1. ack Coleman st 
GREAVES, ‘JOSEPH, King’s Norton, Worcester, Gentleman. July 16. Clarke and 


Y, Mirfield, York. June 30. Stansfield, Halifax 
ew Devon, Clerk in Holy Orders. Aug 11. Minet 


—, , FREDERICK, Biadon House, Derby, Esq. July 31. Goodger, Burton 
on nt 


Gaperes, WrEaaAN, Ledbury, Hereford, Surgeon. June 26. Smith, South 
bury 


une BETTY, Blackburn, Lancaster. July 16. Needham, Blackburn 

HAMILTON, JAMES, Heaton Moor, ur Stockpert, Lancaster, Manufacturer. July 
31. Addleshaw and Warburton. Manchester 

aoe TxHomas, Sheffield, Warehouseman. July 12. Parker and Brails- 


ford, Sheffield 
HENVILLE, ANN ANN, Bristol. July 15. W. H. and H. F. Davies, Weston super 


Mare 
Hickson, Wi11amM, Richmond st, St George’s rd, Soutivensh, Commercial 
Traveller. J uly 19. Arkoll and Cockell, Tooley, st South 
HOPSLEY, | Tuomas, West Derby, nr Liverpool, Gentleman. ng Seo 30. Lupton, 
ive 
KERSHAW, JAMES, Tyidediey, Lancaster, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. July 10. 


Brookes, Manches 
Ianne, coe JOHN, Hopetcl, Eccles, Lancaster, Esq. July 31. Allen, Prestage and 
‘0, Manchester 
ERT, GEORGE Patrick, Anerley Park, Surrey, Esq. J 19. Booty and 
— pan buil: Gray’ "s — " ~ 
ia aS AMES WARNE, Steventon, Berks, Corn Dealer. Aug 9. Bartlett, 


LEVETT, ANNE, Cheltenham, Gloucester. J’ uly 30, 16. Iliffe and Co, Bedford ro 

LITHERLAND, WILLiaM, Liverpool, Glass China Merchant. July 13. 
eer. July 10. Rooke and Midgley, Leeds 

Upper er Sr ae July 31. Tamplin and Co, 


ool. Augé. Wright and Co, Liverpool 

Atkins rd, Cla; ham Park, Cis Clapham. July 9. Farrar and 

Farrar, ~~ , Doctors’ 

sree, ELEANOR IRIAM, Evesham, Wereetter: July 8 New and Co, 
‘vesham 

ee , SaRAH, Offenham, nr Evesham, Worcester. July 8. New and 
Oo, Evesham 

Toone, Sues THOMAS WILLOUGHBY, Blackburn, Lancaster, Draper. July 23. Needham, 


THRESHER, J PHILIP, Shepherd's Bush green, Shepherd’s Bush, Barrister at law. 
July 21. Austin, Coleman st 

Toby, TRYPHENA, A, Marlborough, Devon. Aug 28. Lidatome, pa, Ringel 

V. axe, Tuomas, Ent Malling, Kent, Miller. July 2 Maid- 


Wasxim, Tuomas, Monmouth, Brightsmith. Aug 2. Powles and Vizard, 


Monmouth 
ESTLEY, JAMES, Walsall, Stafford, Plater. July 31. Cotterell, Walsall 
bp a Sanan, Stoke Newington rd, South th Hovnny. June 30. Forbes, Pater- 
noster ro’ 
WItson, CATHERINE NUGENT, z. Bowlin, Monaghan, Ireland. Sept 6. Lawrence 
and Co, New sq, Lincoln’s'inn 
(Gazette, June-12.} 





Johnson, Liverpool 
McINTyYRE, ROBERT, 
POOLE, A MaTILDA, 

Fenchurch st 
RANKIN, JAMES, Live: 
RoBINSON CAROLINE, 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 
une 5.—A short but instructive debate took 
e Was the decision in Talbot v. Frere (L. R. 9 Ch. Bees 368), 
personalty cannot tack subsequent debts bi wesc coos 
which Mr. R. Mossop opened in the affirma’ 
Messrs. Bate and T. W. Williams, while eagle side was taken by 


m the a, 
a mortgagee of 


contract, correct ?’’ 
Teceived support from 


Messrs. Elmslie and P. Clarke. An equal number of members having 
voted on the affirmative and negative sides respectively, the chairman gave 
his casting vote in favour of the affirmative. 


June 12.—Forty-three members attended the meeting of the society 

to hear the debate upon the question, ‘‘ Does the Government deserve the 
confidence of the country?’’ Mr, Lithiby led the attack upon the 
Government, and was supported by Messrs. Strickland, E. G. 
Griffith, and Lloyd Jones, while its policy was upheld by Messrs. Napier, 
Hurst, Stanley, and P. T. Rhys. As a motion to adjourn the debate was 
being ‘moved at the time appointed for the termination of the society’s 
meetings, no vote was taken upon the question. 








The American legal journals announce the death of Chief Justice Shars- 
wood, of Pennsylvania. He was, says the Albany Lew Journal, “at once 
oun ot the wieeh ied one of the ablest magistrates who have adorned the 
bench of this country, and he belonged to that school— old,’ indeed, but 
we hope not passed away—which regards the practice of the law, not as a 
commercial pursuit, but as the noblest and most beneficent occupation of 





, the human intellect.” 
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SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
June 26.—Messrs. eye tpn Taweom, Bassimn, & Suite WATER, at the Mart, 
at 2 p.m., Freehold and Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, June 16, p. 12). 
June 26.—Mr. J. Cod oe Ieuan gia at 2 p.m., Freehold Property (see 


vertisement, J “—~ 16, 16, p- &) 

June 26.—Messrs. E Louiey, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Leasehold Property 
(see advertisement, s une 16, p. 6). 

June 26.—Messrs Rosson & RupDEIN, at Rochester, Freehold Property (see ad- 


June 16, Dp. eee 
Mr. BULLOcK, at e Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Property (see advertise- 


ment, ‘June 16, p. Le 

June 27.—Messrs. ED & BOUSFIELD, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold 
Propér (see advertisement, June 16, p. 5). 

Jane % — Mesers J. M. Ktence & Co., ae So Diert, at 2 p.m., Freehold and 

Properties (see a Baer Pl June 16, pf 

ant [essrs. DANIEL SMITH, SON, & OAKLEY, the Mart, st? p.m., Free- 
hold J Estates (see advertisement, J’ une 16, front 

June 28.—Messrs. DEBENHAM, N, FARMER, & BRIDG na = tale at the Mart, at 
2 p.m., Freehold and Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, June 16, p. 12). 

Tune 28.— Messrs. FAREB Euis, CLARK, & Co., ot the ’ Mart, at 2p.m., 

e meen at2 p.m., Freehold Land and 


ld Properties (see advertisement, June 16, p. 2). 
June 28. Messrs Fuise & FULLER, » at th 
Copy! perty (see advertisement, this w 
J — 29. op) POWELL, at the Mart, at 2 p. me os pe (see advertisement, 
une 16, 15 
June 29.— B. A. REEVES, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., 7 sma nla atl 
— (see advertisement, ‘June 9, p. 544, and June 16  ) 
—Messrs. ANIEL SMITH, SON, & OAKLEY, at e Mart, at 2 .m., Free- 
wide and Leasehold Prope see advertisement, J une 1. 16, front page). 
June 19.—Messrs. STANNARD, WARNE, & SON, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold 
and Leasehold Investments (see advertisement, June 1 p. 7). 





























BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
MARRIAGE. 


Hvuenes—SsnTH.—June 14, at St. Alphege, Greenwich, Mr. Talfourd H 
gplteitos, ba to Annie 8. G. Smith, daughter ‘of the late Mr. W: 


DEATHS. 
ALLEN.—June 12, at se House, Soho-hill, Birmingham, William Simmons 


solicitor, 

ASHMORE. —June 12, at is, Rafactaies, | Hyde-park, Fitz Roy Paley Ashmore 
of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, aged 37 _ . . . 

LavxE.—June 17, rd Wasten- superstar’. John Lane, of Stratford-upon-Avon, 
solicitor, 

SKIPPER.—June 18, at | Baga James Fawdington Skipper, of the Inner 


Temple, barris 

HEELER.—June 17, at Canes in, Thomas Wheeler, LL.D., serjeant-at-law, 
judge of metropolitan county courts, and ie perens of the peace for the 
counties of Lancashire and Middlesex, aged 77 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
Femay, June 15, 1883. 
Bankru 


Under the ptcy Act, 1869. 


Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 

Baker, Walter, and Jose Croft de Moura, Wenchurch st, Wine Merchants. Pet 

June 12. Murray. June 29 at 11.30 
Edward Rawson, Church st, Chelsea, of no occupation. Pet June 13. 
eg Oe June 2 at 11 
aby, vm illiam Alfred, Hampton rd, Forest Gate. Pet June13. Hazlitt. June 

a 

Thenaton, Henry James, Fulham rd, Nurseryman. Pet June8. Pepys. June 


To Surrender in the Coun 
a ™ ig oe Frank Marter, Croydon, urrey, Builders. Pet June 
on Jane eet 


Twickenham, Silversmith. Pet June 12. Ruston, 

Lancaster, Brewer. Pet June1i, Tweedale. Oldham, 

illiam Charles, Sheffield, Butcher. Pet June8, Wake. Sheffield, June 

Pe tte do George J Eyton, Upper Norwood, Grocer. Pet June12, Rowland. 
5 bet 11.20 

, York, Clothier. Pet June 12. Wake, Sheffield, 


4 7 Barnham Junction, Sussex, Publican. Pet June Jones. 
L 8, . 
Brighton, June 2 st 11.0 


TUESDAY, June 19, 1883. 
8s Bankru » 1869. 
mage must Sceyens thelr pron Burren Loedon® to the Registrar. 
ee illiam, ‘aAdington, Medical Electrician. Pet Apr 


Eastbourne 
July 2 at 11 Boh tie 
iba Charles st, 0, Dealer in Pictures. Pet June 14. 


A Eaait. 

nS Blt Pet June 14. Hazlitt. July 4 at 11 
ialien Saat, aitegsk, Fieture Denier. Pet June 15, root: July 4 at 12 
, Cotton Manutact , 
; sey, Jay 8 at 290 mrer, Pet June 14 
pemnreos. Ban hard, Nottingham, Stonemason. Pet June 13. Patchitt. Not- 

Sasha, 7) une W at 10.00 

ohn Robert, Cheetham, Lancaster, Clerk. Pet June 15. Hulton. 


ree, 
7 cneianate ord, Kesex, Builder. Pet June 16, Duffield. Chelmsford, 


& Redon; 
J , Ellen 
i ee 


Whit- 
une, Tw “Olahaus, 


fi, enpey Wiint, Hay and Steww Desier, Pet June 14, Preston, 
Betdi, Josey helt mr Halifax. Pet June 14, Renkin, Halifax, July 2 ot 11 





(BANKR ANNULLED. 


UPTCIES 
Perey June 15, 1883. 
Foywend Feotechk. June 
Ramsey, ‘tan, Plumtres ct, Fa: am ot eee SO 
Weston, William Jam: ‘ames, Gloucester, Merchant. June ii 

Ee cagenee Gt Sneed June 19, 1883. 
Mountain, Thomas, Aldborough, near Boroughbridge, York, Farmer, 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST ae OF CREDITORS. 
Exar, June 15, 1883. 
, Iron Merchant. Tuly 26 at 8 at Queen's F 


June 2% at 3 at Law 
lott, amin, sen, 28 at 10 at office of Wo 
BR. st, Brentford 
, Thomas, Derby, Painter. July 4 at 3 at office of Greaves, 4 
oa cha, Rae t, Deeper. June 26 at 12 at office of Cotta 
st, 


ang 
Barnes. Gouge Pe Pow ne el Drysalter. June 29 at 8 at office 
and [itarwosa, ross t, ih 


st, Manchester 
Bate, James, Heaton rd, Peckham, Builder. June 29 at 3 at office of 
Co, Southampton st, 


itrand : 
ep ee . High st, Homerton, Licensed Victualler. June 28 at 2 
of eathfield, Lincoln’s inn fields 
—— co st Pe Cornwall, Farmer. June 28 at 11 at office of 
enanpes 
Bigs gs, Ambrose, B: aor Manufacturer. June 27 at 8 at dl 
arlow and Co, Pinminghe st, moe rminghem 
Blake, George La’ Herbert st, Hoxton, Furrier. July 4 at 2 at 6 
Heathfield, Lincoln’s inn fields = 
Bond, John, Poulton-le-Fylde, Lancaster, Butcher. July 2 at 12 at offig, 
Edmondson, Dock st. Fleetwood is 
Bowden, John, North Tawton, Devon, Boot and Shoe Maker. June 9 
mses ¢ of Southcott, 1, Post Office st, Bedford circus, Exeter. Prick 


hampton 
Bowed, James, Handsworth, Stafford, Cab oo , ae Proprietor. June 
office of Buller and Co, Bennett’s mingham : 
Brown, , Kingston-upon-Hull, © ufacturer. June % : 
epee = Gregson, Exchange bldgs, Bowlalley lane, Kingston : 


Busting "Thomas, and Frederick William Bur p oad ves’, rd, 
park, g. Thomas, July es = ae at 145, Cheapside. none lane 

Burlton, Henry Peter, St Michael, Hereford, Farmer. June ab 
office of cott, Brnad st, ite at rd 

W) , Huddersfield, York, Yarn Spinner. June 27 at 3 at 

, Queen st, Huddersfield 

Carter, Ambrose, Theberton st, Builder. July 4 at 3 at office of 


Bucklers 
st, Stoke hake rr oa Psy + ond Shoe Manufacturer. } 





Byro: 


Cherry, John, High 
at 3 at office of and Co, Lin: 
Clarson, Hanes, Blackburn, eg 9 omy July 2 at 2 at office of 


Blackb 
ee , William Henry, Canterbury, Insurance Agent. June 27 at 12 at 


, Canter 
Cope, Fr Frederick, rick, Hanley, Stafford, Mi, Groces, June % at 11 at office of 


Cuthbert, "aaa Deesions, Leicester, Blacksmith. June 90 at 3 at 
Buckby, ee wires Gate, te, Leicester 

Davies, David Thomas, ener 1, morgen, Builder. June 26 at 12 at 
Morgan ‘and Scott, a a 

Davies, Thomas, Gwy wern, OMicloneth, Tailor. Ju'y2at 11 at office o 


Corwen es: 

Davies, Thomas, Mountain Ash, Glamorgan, Builder. June 28 at 12 at 
Linton and Kenshole, Cannon st, Aberdare 

a em Eastbourne, Builder. June 29 at 8 at 4, Holyrood terr, Gt 
Dodds, ‘William J Jann and Alexander Robb, City rd, Builders. July 
office of and Go, Lincoln’s inn fields 4 

Dunkerley, Ji —— = Hulme oe weer ag Rope Merchant. June 28 at rT a 

of Salomonson and th, Kenned pear #6 chester Ke 

E Willies fol ester, "Ceaven. June 29 at 11 at of 

nedy st, gpert, Man 

Evans, George Hav: pton hill, ‘Wine Merchant, June 26 at 2 atG 

Big Green st. Davies, Moorgate rand Ml A 
Tronmonger, June 27 at 2 a) 


mre Gamenel Thomas, N vorrei tek, 


uneaton uneaton 
jo Arm Hotel Nt Labourer. June 97 at 11 ab office of Gray, 
chbrs. cher, Ge 
Gabel st, B itn 


he Bites ce, Walsall Newsagent. June 26 at 11 at office of E 
hon, ig = July 9 at 12 at office of Edmonds . 
wel : 

healan Debt "olen June 27 at 8 at office of 
sts Wolter atelier © prevelle valle, June 27 at 8 
otel, Holborn, Blips Hgts st, ; 
Reon "Fhomas Lower Norw ht. Yene rui 12 at office of di 
Hac! Leadenhall Manchester, Grocer, June 26 at 12 at office of Hewitt a 
ane Manchester y . a 
Hampton, William, Hoddesdon, Herts, Builder, June 26 at 2 ab offloe ot je 
ic, Thomas Henry, Pembroke Dock, Saddler, June 7 at 12 ot 2, Wal 


Pembroke Dock. Thomas, T: 
eae OO ae Wotlon: Bhatield, Builder, Tunes at 8.00 eb 
ureh st, Sheffield 


Parker and ‘Bratlstord, N soe 4 
ot Maker. June 20 at 8 at office ot| 


ee I’ Brown: Bristol” 
rown, ) 
Hickson, bh Poe ve, & sapoed, Grocer, July 9 at 3 at office of Ge 


under hn Be 
Hol rey fia Be Sheffield, York, "Cabinet Maker. June 27 at 8 at offiess 
Ht, Jacob. i Ghetil 4 Manchester, Tafior,® <June 29 at 8 at office of 
shaw and Warburton, Norfolk st, Manches' 
Hooley, John, Macclesfield, Chester, Coal Dealer, June 29 a8 at ome tf 
a 
York, Tailor, June 27 at 10a 


clay and Her 4 Exchange chbr ‘ Moco ld 
adore i pollen, Manufacturer, 


ray , nr 
xton rd 


| Heyl Some om maa bey 


Jacobs, t, Lydney slower Sag , une 27 at 2.80 at B 
Jones, Sis eat butoher: June 26 at 11 at Royal E 


Sepnen hth mq Rowsury, York, Tobacconist. June 27 at 11 at office 


Goldsbs 
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Henry, Cannon st rd, Commercial rd, Brick Merchant. July 5 at 2 at 
— pee tnd Co, Coleman st. Ingledew and Ince, St. Benet chbrs, Fen- 


Kneeland grow Kent, n Fuedion July 5 at 3 at office of Fenton 


John May, N: Draper. June 27 at 11 at office of Trus- 
8 TOW, 
, John, Brighton, a June 26 at 3 at office of Nye, North st, 


Cooke, and Charles James Mallett, Bradford, Hosiers. June 27 


sib, Chee side. Bere and a rrermen, Bradford 

e og J wy 28 vy 12 at Queen’s Hotel, Pic- 
me and Co, 

—, Cler: 


William, Twinebam, SS) ‘e ely Orders. June 27 at 8 at 
of Buckwell, ree ~ Bri, 
wmak Ma Marshall, H a} Hut nine, ‘Lancaster, Corn Factor. June 28 at 3 at office of 
s c) 
George Edward, Battle, ‘Muaeex, Miller. June 28 at 12 at office of Jones 
, Bank b pid age, Hastings 
William, ish Neath Vuaghan, Brecon, Innkeeper. June 30 at 11 at office 
a eee x Walthamstow, Butcher. July 5 at 2 at office of Kilsby, Col- 


James Canyviltiem, Gt Yarmouth, Tailor. June 27 at 12 at office of Blake, 
fall Quay chbrs, Gt Yarmouth. Palmer, Gt Yarmouth 
he m — , Emsworth, Hants, Grocer. June 27 at 2 at office of Har- 


p en an oa aoe Pepe Falmouth, fein Chandlers. June 29at 8 at office of 
jenn and Nalder, Church st, Falmou 
ntt , an bert_Arthur Pe yne, Brighton, Cabinet Manufacturers. 
June 27 at 3.30 at office a ne and Co, Cheapside. Warne, Brighton 
George Beavis, Geo: ow, and cis Whitney Drewe, 
alley, Basinghall st, 4 
cap 


3% Fang i Ga — = - 8 at Guildhall 
‘Tare 4 t and Co, Queen Victoria s 
os William, Camb: rd, 


Mile End, Cheesemonger. June 28 at 2 at office 
on st 
j a, Charles hton, Mineral Water Manufacturer. July 2 at 2.30 
at 116, Strand. Skinner 
Robertson He Peete Paddington, Cheesemonger. June 29 at 3 at office 
of Carts 
in , Philip, Warwick, Bookseller, July 4 at 11 at 19, High st, Warwick. 


m, William, 


iceriston a Swansea, Bootmaker; June 25 at 4 at office of 
on n and and Co, exchange 


ristol. Evans and Davies, Swansea 
irmingham, Hay Dealer. June 29 at 12 at office of Peet, New- 


ape: 2 aed Brampton, nr Chesterfield, Derby, Grocer. June 28 
el Hotel, terfield. Swaffield, Chesterfield 
d Mary 74 lor, Bootle, Lancaster, China Dealers. 
ale s ve 
Tailor. J pel 2 at 2 at o' we » Lowrey, South parade, Leeds 
Salop, Grocer, June 27 at 12 at office of Stratton, 


orth Finchl 
Taylor and 0, 


pemes Ste 
“aba 


A ae and 


jig hterman. July 6 at 2 at Inns of 
bade ames st, Bedford row 
ton, Brassfounder. June 28 at 11 at 


apottony rn. 





th, Henry Venn Brandram 
office "Rhodes, ae st, Wolyerhamp _ 
ch ng Withernsea-in-Holdomess, York, J Sete. June 28 
} sf of rae dant Bi fe lane, Kingston upon "Hul 
, Chay 


Gheesemonger. July 9 at 11. nA at Guildhall 


st. pel st, ain heen Victoria 


c me At erg _ ancaster, Bricklayer, June 28 at 3 at office of 
 oree, Head gt Os Quarry, Oxford, Baker. June 27 at 12 at 49, Corn 
eet, Daniel, Bristol, Boo 


tanabee, June 2% at 11 at office of Salsbury, Broad st, 
hackrah, Robert Geo 


Pinhoe, Devon, Farmer. June 28 at 12 at office 
Southcott Pore bya Ore eter 


Bedford us, Exeter h 
. David, Walton, Suif . July 13 at 12 at office of Titchmarsh, 
am st, Ipswich. pirkets, th toewich 
William, lack Travelling Draper. June 30 at 11 at office of Scott, 
rng York, Ironfounder. June 27 at 8 at office of Ford and 
eg te Leeds 


ae Seeman, nr Sane ham, ———_ June 27 at 8 at 
, Mancheste: 


i ihe Hota Long i ork, Gan. eee 97 at 12 at tice of Vickers and 
all = pton, Chine Dealer. July 2 at 3.at office of Stirk 
omy Miles, Liverpool fovure Dealer, June 90 at 11 at office of Car- 
Spee, r; "Yarn Agent. June 29 at 3 at office of Curtis, Halford 

dfil, Innkeeper. June 27 at 12 at office of Beddoe, 

Bristal, Beer Retailer. June 22 at 12 at office of Clifton and 


2 pie pad. York, Innkeeper, June 30 at 3 at office of Drinh- 
N paren pre Ironmonger. June 25 at 4 at office of Everall, 

0) 
ow vitae Gap Grocer. July 2 at 1 at Angel Hotel, Hales- 


ie tay Uoucester Licensed Victualler. June 2 at 2 at office of | 
Broad st, Bristol 


TUESDAY, June 19, 1883. 
Wileon’ syich pcos, Honda Westmorland, Woolstapler, June 29 at 3 at office of 
. ia FA aan July 5 at 3 at office of Ambler, Cannon st, 
William, Stockport, Currier, July 4 at 8 at 10, Vernon st, Stockport. 
Fempton, Oxford Hill, Norwich, Outfitter. June 30 at 12 at office 

t Horse st, Norwich 

Rimperiand, Hairdresser, July 6 at 3 at office of 
ter. "Kray 8 at 3 at office of Curtis, Halford at, 


om sen, Thomas Bradb w William James Bradbury, 
hina M turers, Tune ® He | North Staffordshire Hotel, 


Denbigh, Shopkeeper, July 4 at 12 at 2, Temple row, 
Camps, Cambridge, Corn Merchant, July gat 1,90at Bell 


giee, Reppal sb, Chelsod, Clothier, TuUNd 2 ad 19 ad affloe of 

















rie 
at ee 
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B , Kingston- 33 § at 
of Pickering, F Parliament st, errant: iat Watson and vo: Be i 


carter ose, Merthyr Tydfil, Grocer. July 2 at 12 at office of Vaughan, High 
ight, George, Bra , Bradley Green, Chester, Tailor. July 6 at 11 at office of 
ea Toby st; Punstall ,, Marble Mas Mason. July 4 at 3 at office of Jones and 
Cawthra, ohn, and Dan Holdsworth, Bx ees, Dyers. June 28 at 11 at office of 
Beverley and Freeman, H Py ot oe 
Chalcroft, John, Brunswick 74 em 3 or puilder. July 5 at 3 at Guildhall 
Tavern, Gresham st. calf, Union mena Broad st 
Challenger, Henry Hartly, Bristol, Bee Beer Retailer. Fane 29 at 2 at office of Han- 
cock, Exchange East, Bristol 
—, Henry, Birmingham, Fruiterer, July 2 at 3 at office of Fallows, Cherry 
Chapman, rge, Leeds, Leather Factor. July 3 at 1 at office of Rooke and 
Midgley, White i Horse st, 
o-™ — Anthony, Liverpool, Cooper. July 4 at3 at office of Neale, Dale st, 
verpoo! 
Davien.: David, Bunhill row, Finsbury, Grocer. July 5 at 2 at office of Poole, 
Bartholomew cl close 
ce, erick, cr Grocer. June 30 at 8 at office of Oram and Co, 
New walk, Leiceste: 
on Lewis, Bloxham Grove Mill, Oxford, Miller. July 3 at 11 at office of Aplin, 
Farnell, yoy AE Lancaster, Fruit Salesman. July 3 at 11.30 at office of 
Simonds, Russell st, Nelson. Robinson and Robinson, Keighle’ 


Fradley, John Hassall, and mgton, China June 
29 at 4 at North Staffordshire Hotel, ke-upon-Trent. Cope, Burslem 
Frostick, William, Stanford-le-Hope, Essex, Grocer. July 4 at 3 at office of Rey- 
— Furnival’s i inn, Holborn 
r, Sarah Amelia, Pulborough, Plumber. July 6 at 2 at Swan Hotel, Pul- 
hesongh. Mant, Storrington 
Gillmor, John Greenwood, Thames Ditton, Surrey, Lieut-Colonel Retired. J 
11 at 12 at Griffin Hetel, Kingston-on-Thames. Johnson and Co, Old J 
Gittins, Thomas, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth, Grocer, July 2 at 1at 
Hotel, Rhyl. Ellis, Blaenau Festiniog 
Glover, ‘Clarence Sy ydney, Columbia ne rd, pieny rd, Trimming Manufacturer. 
July 3 at 3 at office <= A , Coleman 
er ,B e of W ight, Builder. July 11 at 3 at office of Fardell 
Dashwood, Market 7. Ryde 
Gasca. Charles Hiram, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler. July 8 at 11 at 
Poultry Hotel, wg 7 & Notting! Thurman and Slack, Ikeston 
Gregson, John Mil es, Liverpool, Plumber. July 2 at 3 at office of Gibson and 
Bolland, South John st, Liverpool. Radcliffe and Smith, Liverpool 
Hardy, Row land, C ow Age West, nr or oF pean Shoemaker. July 2 at 3 at 
Royal Hotel, Bar ey. Lodge, Wakefi: 
Rat John William, Oakley st, Chelsea Clerk. July 3 at 2 at office of Myers, 
Jannon st 
Heare, * ohn, Heckmondwike, Fish Dealer. July 5 at 10 at Old Crown inn, Ive- 
te, radfor¢ 
Hicklin 4 Smith, Coventry, Printer. July 2 at 11 at office of se 
Smith ‘ord st, Coventry 
, Jane, Luton, Printer. July 5at 11 at office of Scargill, King st, 
Hole, i mma Bristol, Licensed Victualler. June 27 at 12 at 30, Seat ot, 
stol 
mane William Henry, Bradford, Architectural Modeller. July 2 at 3 at office of 
Killick and Co, Commercial bidgs, Bradf 
ay y, Arthur, by ame Saddlers’ Ironmonger. June 29 at 11 at office of Crumbie, 
onegate, Yor 
tance, John St, Dalton in Furness, Licensed Victualler. July 2 at 2 at Kings 
Arms Inn, Dalton in Furness. Butler, Millom 
Leaves. John, Parsley. Lancaster, ee July 2 at 3 at office of Artindale and 


Honey, Tlanelt Ny, Carmarthen, Mi tal Seulptor. July 6 at 
ay onumen’ it 
etek ot , Lianelly 
Baars Licensed Vistualler. June 27 at 3 at office of Woodward, 
‘Wind st, Swansea 
Marden, George, We West Marden, nr Emsworth, Sussex, Wheelwright. July 4 at 3 
at office of Chichester 
Marks, Josiah, and Jacob ob Marks Handsworth, Stafford, Jewellers. July 2 at 2 at 
office of Dale and Vachell, Bennett’s ee 
Martyr, Thomas Wheeler, Uxbridge rd, Provision ler. July 2 at 2 at office of 
Kilsby, College hill, Cannon st 
Masser, Mary, Leeds, Dressmaker. July 2 at 2 at office of Dunning and Co, Butt’s 
Matthews, George, Hanley, Stafford, Flour Dealer. June 2 at 2 at offices of 
Ashmall, Albion . Hanle 
Maycock, William, Birming vedagiads, Bootmaker. July 2 at Sat office of Phillips, 
Bennett’s 
rte 7 ohn, Brighton Solicitor. July 4 at3 at office of Goodman, North st, 


ern J John James, and John Thomas Ashby, London wall, Builders. July 12 at 
” at office of Munns and Longden, Old Jewry 
ae eee ae Warmwood st, Publisher d Oo King se Chenpelio 
ns’ avenue. si and 
Pm > teary, Printing House sq, Advertising Agent. June 30 at 12 at office of 
Wells, Paternoster row 
Nicholson, William, Workinaten, Cumberland, Grocer, July 2 at 11 at office of 
Nosottt ey ha and Charles Thomas Husbands, 
y arles 
Oxford a Decorators. July 11 at er my of Gresham st. Allen, Carlisle st, 


Soho 
Pashinecn Charles Braham, Preston, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner. June 29 at 3 at 
office of Fryer ‘Winckley sq, Preston 
ns, Mary eney, Gloucester, Innkeeper. July 2 at 3 at office of Champ- 
ney, st J ohin's 8 nao Hloucester 
29 at 2.30 at Globe Hotel, 


ion, elford, Cornwall, Draper. June 29 
Plymouth. ere ite and d Co, Launceston 

Perey, Thomas Sheward, Dudley, Worcester, Tailor, June 96 at 11 at office of 
Ward, Wolverhampton at, Du 

Phillips. een Be Northampton, Sculptor, June 90 at 11 at office of Randa, New- 


itman, r Wincanton, Somerent, Boot and Shoe Maker, June 3 at t2 
at Greyhound Hotel, Wincanton. ton 
2 at 2at affice of Rass, Queen st 


Polley Ifred. “A Tooting, Surrey, Builder. 
non st 
pith, none & ond, Henry, Rege Regent st, Tailor, “anianal Law Institution, Chan- 
cery lane, ey lane 
ae Wi iltiam, Bar Suffolk, Farmer. July $ at 12 at office of Josselyn, 
meen st, 
Richard TWViliem Mf ay ee 
Provision’ erchants, eee aS anelieeee ee Goan! 
-Hu 
not, Frances Frances Maria, Reading, Milliner, July 2at 3.at office of Creed, Ferbury, 
Manchester, Manufacturer af Goods. ® 
ats enacting, Wie Fenty and Ogden, Booth st, a —e 
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Sepest, Toesien, Peaaton, Gomernsh, ‘Wine Merchant. July 2 at 11 at office of 
Smit, an South Shields, Grocer. July 9 at 12 at office of Wawn and Smith, 
—e, Walter Bath, Pork Butcher. July 29 at 12 at office of Shum, Union st, 
Spencer, gemnen ' =. Wandsworth rd, Accountant. June 27 (in lieu of day 

omas, Leeds, Draper. July 4 at 3 at office of Brookes, East parade, 
Symons, a, Goan, William Henry, Splnaat, Shipbuilder. July 5 at 8 at office of 


and Co, Church st, Falmouth 
Turner, Daniel, @ Fishmonger. July 9 at 3 at office of Haines and 
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Newcastle’ Ps 
ased, Mander Vv. Vv. 


loucester, 
,. Westgate chbrs, Gloucester 
Turner, I ames, and John Price, Clapham rd, Billiard Table Manufacturers. July 
vi “3 Sat Fong, el of Wills and Watts, Carter jane 
Goouge Dank Milton next Gravesend, Licensed Victualler. July 9 at 3at 
Verne of Boulton, William st, Wilde and: ‘Co, Ironmonger lane, Cheap- 


In re A Solicitor 
In re The London “Steamboat 


Company (Limited) oes 
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side 
Wainwright, John J a Jonah, Binainghen. Jeweller. June 29 at 12 at Grand Hotel, | ———— : - ae 
Notices TO CORRESPONDENTS.—Al/ communications intended for 
in the SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL must bz authenticated by the name and addr | 


m et and Weekes, 
ernon, an bert Macgregor, 
si cather Goods Manuta ufacturers. Jul 2at2ato 


—, row, B: 


ring and Taylor, King st, Roc! 


hall favern, G 


Birming’ 


ce of Reader, Ely 
Gracechurch t. Fe oe Rete ro Hal, George 
“va d, Lombard st. Beck, East India avenue, Leadenhall st 
ae John, Raynham: Edmonton, Builder. June 28 at 3 at office of Foreman 
st. and Wi , Salters’ Hall 
Wrisley, James, Rochdale, Cotton Manufacturer. J uly 4 at 11 "at office of Stand- 


Rochdale 
. James, and Henry Skilton, Leatherhead, Builders. July 9 at1 at Guild- 
resham st. Hogan and Hughes, Martin’s 


St seen st, ~ Fanecenarane 
the writer. 


cet, Cannon st cations. 





lane, Canr.on st 


The Editor does not hold himself responsible for the return of rejected 


*,* The Publisher requests that early application should be made 
desirous of obt aining back numbers of the Souictrons’ JOURNAL, as only 
number of copies remain on hand, 








SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 
with the excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce °. “ he most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper, and inyaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palaten, lees ” better in all climates, and is fuur times 
the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED with 

starch, &c., and In REALITY CHEAPER than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

Cocoatina a La VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibit 

In tin packets at Is. 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists 
and Grocers. 

Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZER & CO 10, Adam-street, London, W.C, 





HYDE PARK CORNER and KNIGHTSBRIDGE. 


By order of the Mortgagee.—Eligible Leasehold 
Investments. 


ESSRS. STANNARD WARNE & SON will 
SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, Token- 
house-yard, London, E.C., on FRIDAY, JU. NE 29, at 
TWO precise! {unless previously disposed of by 
private ce ke 
1. No. ST. GEORGE’S —s Hyde-park- 
aaeanenidiae. ame ene ired te: rm of 58 years at 
Lady-day last, at 2 ground-rent “ot £65, and let on a 
term whereof 39} years are unexpired at Mi 
_* = Benen pe ter of £95; improved profit rental 
this underlease w: on granted in consideration of 
500, and on the tion a 
. on reversion will accrue to the purchaser, 
2. No. 27, WILTON PLACE, tsbri: ~~ 
for an term of 41 years ahi 9 ree 
ata rent of 68., eee Where 8 
years are unexpired at Midsummer, at a 
of £30 ; improved oe rental £29 14s. ED oniee r- 
lease was granted in consideration of a premium of 


3. No. 26, ST. GEORGE’S PLACE, Hyde-paik- 
corner; held for me term of 91 years from ~day, 
of £45,and let for 21 yeoes § from 


Cnrletmnas ne the eaniy tet forF romoting Chris 


rent of £450, and an insur- 

ance rent ; pom oe 
at 7 2, GEORGE'S PI PLACE aforesaid, well known 
Westerton’s Library ; held fora like term and rent, 
and lot Sor o terms Whessot 18 13 years are unexpired at 
— 1883, at the yearly rent of £315; profit 


5. No. 30, 8T. GEORGE'S PLACE aforesaid ; held 
St © Somme of, SE yoots lene seven days from Mid- 
summer, at the rent of £177 14s., aud let 
a co ith db rent of £430; profit rent 

6. No. 31, 8ST. GEORGE’S PLACE aforesaid ; held 
ee ne a Sone 6d., and let: tor 

at Midsummer, 


i at the y rent ot £400 ; “profit 


seria 
, Car 
street, uare, London, ws . a we 
Auctioneers, Stannard Warne 

16, Hanover-street, Hanover-square, W. 


ais AN ACRE of LAND in Regent- 
to be Sold, suitable for a Ulub, 

Phostre, He Baths, Livery Stables, Riding Beker 
[nn Ny gy Church.—App A 8, 
London, WO. : vezi 7 





ESTABLISHED 1825, 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 


MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, 
200, 203, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. 
Estimates and submitted free for entirely Fur. 


nishing Residences, mbers, Offices, &c. 
—PAINTING, DECORATING, & HOUSE REPAIRS.— 


Carved Oak Furniture, roductions from Ancient 
Designs, &c. Bedroom a my including Bedstead and 
Bedaing, from £7 10s. per set. 

THIRTY LARGE SHOW ROOMS, 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 


| 900, 208, and 204, Tottenham Court-rosd, London, W 
N.B.—Honusehold Furniture Warehoused or Removed 
on reasonable terms 





SOHO, ST. JOHN’S WOOD, and FINSBURY 
PARK. 


Valuable Freehold and Leasehold Investments. 


ESSRS. STANNARD WARNE & SON 
will SELL Le, ae at the MART, 
the following valuab Y, JUNE 29, at TW 0, 
the follo ible FREEHOLD and LEASE: 
ROPERTIES, in Five Lots :— 
FREEHOLD. 

Convenient and well-built STABLING and COACH 
HOUSE, with dwelling rooms over, in Royalty-mews, 
Dean. . Soho, let on repairing lease for a term 
whereof 44 years are unexpired at Midsummer, 1883, 
to Messrs. iting Beare & Stone, at the pod rent 
of £60 per annum, ut estimated to be worth £100 per 
annum. 

No. 58, FRITH STREET, Soho, and workshops in 
the rear, let on gl lease to Mr. Richard Mil- 
man (term unexpired at Midsummer, "1883, 54 years), 
at £120 per annum. 


No. 59, FRITH STREET, Soho, let on repairing 
lease to Mr. Edmund Villiers (term unexp at 
Michaelmas, 1883, six yess) e at £70 per annum. 

The above properties are all land-tax free, 


LEASEHOLD, 

ST. JOHN’S WOOD, No. 18, Cavendish-road.— 
Held for a term whereof 37 years will be unexpired at 
Michaelmas, 1883, of the an yom. ground-rent of £10, 
and let on re; ‘or 21 years hristmas. 
1871, at the annual — nt of £100; net protit rental, £90, 
Possession of this lot can be obtain desired on the 
pure) nqeer giving ving notice of such desire at the time of 
sale. The foregoing to be sold by order of Trustees. 


FINSBURY PARK, No. 5, Albeot-need, Stroud- 
green-road.—Held by underlease for a = =. ™ 
years, three days, from Christmas 
ground-rent of £7 7s. ; at_ present in ord but ‘of Pine 
estimated annual value of £44 per annum, 

may be viewed by permission of the 

respective tonae tenants. Particulars and conditions of 
obtained at the Mart; of Messrs. 

yy Mn 17, Soho-square, London, 
wn and of the Auctioneers, rs. Stannard W arne 

& Son, 16, Hanover-street, lnsnover-aquare, Ww. 





an 





BeeweEsy Lesechold PUBIIO and 22 Freehold 


and BEER HOUSES. 
—To be aSOLD. Dos substan we yp to se pd in Lancashire, 
with a trade attached. Capital a £20,000, 
Vi Nicholos House, isandis Nicholas- 

ye Si Brewery Ce Ee y 











EDE AND SON, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 

To Her Majesty, the Lord 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London &e, 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GO| 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL'S Dit 


CORPORATION nee. UNIVERSITY & CLERGY 
STABLISHED 1 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON 


, the Whole of 





Enfield, near to the 
Park Stations.—B 
the late Mrs. 


Great Eastern 
direction of the Exe 


.—To Nurse 


rymen, Duk 
octane, os < others.—A valuable enclosure of 
tensive frontage tol 


toe d pened» 4 t oe rty bel 
ne, an oun TO} 
Bush Hill Park Estate, comaianne 8a. 


Pasture 
to the Ri wae road, about 20 minutes 
Great Northern and Great Eastern 
taining about 0a. 8r. sn gy ., admirably ada) 
erection of a reside 
R. ARTH UR. ‘JACKSON a 
favoured with instructions from the Exea 
* the late Mrs. Millar, to SELL a4 ANOS ¥ 
the MART, 'Tokenhouse- N SULY 
aos land, on MONDAY, aa at T 
o’clock, the above desirable P. 
Particulars, with plan and PROPERTY. 
of Messrs. Lovell, Son, & Pitfield, Solicitors, 4 
Inn-square ; ft. the Mart and of Mr. Arthur 
Auctioneer, Lan d Estate aaa 25, 
street, E.C., and feaneld. Middlesex. 


TOTTENHAM, EDMONTON, and E! 
By order of the Mort; —Desirable ase 
vestments.—Parti: and Soaiiniceal 
82 substantial brick-built Residences and Dy 
pn in Tottenham, let to excellent quarté 
weekly tenants at rentals amoun to £70! 
annum ; i brick-built and slated Ata 
situate in Edmonton, let to wee 
rentals pod on to £327 12s. annum) 
Newly-built Houses sftuate in nifield, 
‘ie rs sed annum ; which will be SO: 


iE ARTHUR JACKSON, - ge D 
JULY 2, 1888, at the MAR’ 
yee. near the Bank of England, at APWOn oe 


articulars and conditions of sale may be obis 
. Messrs, Crick & Freeman, Solicitors, Maldoay 
of Mr. Arthur Jackson, Land and Estate 
Liverpool-street, E.C., and Enfield, Middle 


GOFF’S OAK, a gy and CLAP 
Freehold Ground Resta, ve prod £8 pee 
upon 7 and 8, Cambridge-' 
road, The Downs, Clapton. , Also an e 
of triangular-shape Grou 





eTRLD 





at the junction of the road wy | ‘ 
and tfield, chose to the “ Go: 3 
house, late in the occupation of Mark # 
Copyliold adh the Manor of Cheshunt. QW 


“Tk. ARTHUR) JACKSON will § 
the above by AUCTION, at the} 
Tokenhouse-yard (near the of a. 
MONDAY, JULY 2, = Bay’! o’e loot 
Rumney, Esq., Bottotton, 1 18, Watbrook, 
Enfield,’ and-ot Mr. Arthur on 
26, Liverpool-street, E.O., mit dontlold 


¥ 





and Bush j 


Or. 6p Y 

eligible enclosure of Freehold and part Copy 
fronting on to Lavender tes fa 

Stations a 


ry 
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